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PREFACE

FOREWORD
By Staff
Transportation
Research Board

A vast storehouse of information exists on nearly every subject of concern to highway
administrators and engineers. Much of this information has resulted from both research
and the successful application of solutions to the problems faced by practitioners in their
daily work. Because previously there has been no systematic means for compiling such
useful information and making it available to the entire community, the American As-
sociation of State Highway and Transportation Officials has, through the mechanism of
the National Cooperative Highway Research Program, authorized the Transportation
Research Board to undertake a continuing project to search out and synthesize useful
knowledge from all available sources and to prepare documented reports on current
practices in the subject areas of concern.

This synthesis series reports on various practices, making specific recommendations
where appropriate but without the detailed directions usually found in handbooks or de-
sign manuals. Nonetheless, these documents can serve similar purposes, for each is a
compendium of the best knowledge available on those measures found to be the most
successful in resolving specific problems. The extent to which these reports are useful
will be tempered by the user’s knowledge and experience in the particular problem area.

This synthesis presents information on current practices used by transportation
agencies to complete the transportation development process (TDP). This process in-
volves linking the planning, project development, environmental, design, construction,
operations, and maintenance aspects of the overall transportation program. The purpose
of the TDP is to implement a “seamless” process in which all these elements come to-
gether and in which there is continuous public involvement. This report will be of inter-
est to regional and state transportation, planning, and environmental agencies who par-
ticipate in the TDP and who are involved in both the development and policy aspects of
the TDP.

Administrators, engineers, and researchers are continually faced with highway problems
on which much information exists, either in the form of reports or in terms of undocumented
experience and practice. Unfortunately, this information often is scattered and unevalu-
ated and, as a consequence, in secking solutions, full information on what has been
learned about a problem frequently is not assembled. Costly research findings may go
unused, valuable experience may be overlooked, and full consideration may not be given
to available practices for solving or alleviating the problem. In an effort to correct this
situation, a continuing NCHRP project, carried out by the Transportation Research
Board as the research agency, has the objective of reporting on common highway prob-
lems and synthesizing available information. The synthesis reports from this endeavor
constitute an NCHRP publication series in which various forms of relevant information
are assembled into single, concise documents pertaining to specific highway problems or
sets of closely related problems.

This report of the Transportation Research Board describes the history of the trans-
portation development process, as well as the federal requirements that must be met un-
der both transportation, and environmental regulations. This process is made more
complex by state and local regulations that must be observed in most jurisdictions.



Throughout this process, as carried out by the state transportation agencies and the met-
ropolitan planning organizations, there is continuous public involvement. Other pro-
grams, such as the transportation implementation plan, state transportation implemen-
tation plan, and environmental programs such as the National Environmental Policy
Act, the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, and requirements of other environmental
laws must be integrated into the TDP. The complexities of this process are described,
and some unique approaches to meeting its demands are presented.

To develop this synthesis in a comprehensive manner and to ensure inclusion of
significant knowledge, the Board analyzed available information assembled from
numerous sources, including a large number of state highway and transportation de-
partments. A topic panel of experts in the subject area was established to guide the re-
search in organizing and evaluating the collected data, and to review the final synthesis
report.

This synthesis is an immediately useful document that records the practices that were
acceptable within the limitations of the knowledge available at the time of its prepara-
tion. As the processes of advancement continue, new knowledge can be expected to be
added to that now at hand.
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SUMMARY

TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT
PROCESS

With the advent of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA) and related changes in other legislation such as the Clean Air Act, the transporta-
tion development process (TDP) has undergone corresponding changes in recent years. The
process is complex, requires extensive resources, and, because of local requirements and
conditions, it is not uniform throughout the United States. The process requires adequate
recognition of increasingly sensitive and important social, economic, environmental, and
public policy issues. There is a need to identify appropriate procedures and approaches that
can minimize redundant analyses in the TDP.

The transportation development process may be described as the series of activities re-
lated to the planning, construction, and operation of transportation facilities. These include
planning, project development, environmental mitigation, right-of-way acquisition, and
design, as well as ongoing public involvement as the principal components of the federat
transportation development process. This process, which formally started in the 1960s with
the “3C” (continuous, comprehensive, and cooperative) planning process for metropolitan
areas was augmented in the late 1960s and early 1970s with the passage of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Clean Air Act, as well as other legislation re-
lated to the preservation of historic resources, and the natural environment and human en-
vironments. ISTEA has influenced program and funding changes and has effected modifi-
cations to the requirements placed on the TDP. Even as new legislation for the funding of
transportation facilities is considered in 1998, most of these elements contained in the 1991
act would be retained, or included in a modified form.

The TDP begins with the transportation planning process, which is divided into metro-
politan and statewide processes. Each is required to have long-range plans and short-term
transportation improvement programs, which are expected to be coordinated. Public in-
volvement is essential to the TDP, and includes important requirements, such as notifying
agencies and the public at large of the proposed program, the funding, holding public
meetings, affording the public the opportunity to examine and comment on the proposed
program, providing for a public hearing, and including public comments in the final pro-
gram. A major investment study (MIS) is often required as part of the TDP. The NEPA
process is the basic mechanism for documenting environmental effects of transportation
projects. Management systems for bridges, safety, pavement, congestion, etc., are now op-
tional, but are frequently included. Section 4(f) preservation requirements, design and
specifications standards, and the Uniform Relocation Assistance Act are included in the
range of federal requirements affecting the TDP.

There are many other significant requirements that must be considered in developing
transportation investments. These include the Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act, Natural Historic Preservation Act, Threatened and Endangered
Species Act, Civil Rights Act, etc. Each of these programs has its own requirements, which
add to the complexity of the TDP and call for greater coordination.



Coordination and decisionmaking are essential throughout the TDP. In addition to the
federal transportation law and NEPA requirements for TDP coordination and decisionmak-
ing, many resource agencies outside transportation also invoke their coordination and de-
cisionmaking requirements, primarily through permitting and licensing. In addition, many
public and advocacy groups can have an influence on decisionmaking.

For this synthesis, a survey of six major topical areas was sent to all states and 10
MPOs; 27 states and three MPOs responded. The respondents appear to be satisfied with
some aspects of the TDP, but expressed concemns with others. Eight states provided case
studies on successful approaches that they have experienced with the TDP. These selected
examples addressed the subjects of planning, programming. management systems, public
participation, alternatives development and environmental documentation, integration of
NEPA and environmental laws into a unified process, and project management. They dem-
onstrate innovation and dedication to making the TDP work, as well as the challenges as-
sociated with the complexity of individual elements of the process. The case study states
were Oklahoma, Washington, New York, Kentucky, New Hampshire, Minnesota, Florida,
and Arizona. Some highlights from these examples are:

¢ Oklahoma uses a predesign scoping process that recognizes environmental issues
early in the project development and establishes a project scope that results in few changes
during design.

e Washington State DOT employs a Transportation Policy Plan that is updated annu-
ally. It is developed with the aid of committees and public participation. A Statewide Mul-
timodal Transportation Plan with a 20-year planning horizon is also developed and updated
biennially.

e New York State DOT uses a goal-oriented plan that includes performance measures to
develop its 5-year state transportation plan. NYSDOT uses an integrated policy and man-
agement direction for administrative, functional, and technical elements.

e The public involvement process in Kentucky is evolving from a “grass roots” process
that establishes regional committees that meet on a scheduled basis to review and refine the
statewide planning process.

o New Hampshire has found success when one federal agency takes the responsibility
for Clean Water Act permitting and that all federal agencies participating in the process
must be committed to full and impartial involvement, and be willing to sign off at key de-
cision points.

e Minnesota DOT has published a guidance manual for the development of the State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP). The process has been successful in identify-
ing seven goals that include an integrated public involvement program and the develop-
ment of area transportation partnerships among several counties.

» Florida DOT has developed a Project Development and Environment Manual as the
accepted standard to conduct project development activities in the state. This manual is up-
dated annually and distributed widely within and outside the state.

e A system for managing all state highway projects has been developed by Arizona
DOT, using a multifunctional team to review the process, determine the problems associ-
ated with managing the process, and develop procedures for alleviating the problems.
ADOT has developed a Project Development Process Manual and a Project Manager’s
Manual and training programs to implement the process. This has improved the ability to
meet scope and budget management objectives.

Several conclusions were drawn from the study:



¢ The transportation development process must be understood as a continuous and seamless
process beginning with planning and carrying through design to project implementation.

e There is improved coordination and strengthening of state and regional planning,
programming, and public participation processes.

¢ Project development activities are being advanced to the planning phase, but not always
successfully.

e Methods, tools, and techniques for working with the TDP need to be shared among
transportation agencies.

e The TDP is very complex, and all responding states are having problems with some of
its requirements.

¢ The many environmental and related programs that impact the transportation deci-
sionmaking process can result in redundancy and inefficiency.

¢ There needs to be better participation by federal agencies, including resource agen-
cies, in the transportation development process.

¢ There needs to be stronger coordination and accountability for decisionmaking among
federal agencies.

This synthesis can provide a source of information for transportation agencies to under-
stand the issues associated with the transportation development process and how some
agencies are handling these issues. The synthesis can also serve as a discussion document
for future policy development.







CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

PROBLEM DEFINITION AND SYNTHESIS
OBJECTIVE

The transportation development process (TDP) has gone
through significant changes in recent years as a result of the
Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991
(ISTEA). The process, which is not uniform because of other
federal and state regulations, is often believed to cause project
delays, high project costs, and loss of public confidence and
credibility. The process requires adequate recognition of in-
creasingly sensitive and important social, economic, environ-
mental, and public policy issues. There is a need to identify
appropriate procedures and approaches that can minimize re-
dundant analyses in the transportation development process.

The objective of this synthesis is to examine processes that
are currently followed by various states, particularly in light of
ISTEA requirements, with emphasis on:

» Coordination among different agencies to integrate envi-
ronmental concerns throughout all phases of development,

» Effects of ISTEA and future authorization requirements,

o Effects of other federal requirements, such as the Clean
Water Act, Clean Air Act Amendments, and the Civil Rights
Act,

* Sequence of activities in the TDP,

¢ Relationship between statewide and regional transpor-
tation planning,

¢ Successful institutional relationships, and

¢ Problems encountered with the TDP.

The process associated with highway and transit decisions
is the focus of this synthesis. It does not attempt to deal with
aviation or railroad transportation development processes, nor
does it address freight or personal travel as separate process
issues.

DEFINITION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT
PROCESS

For purposes of this synthesis, the transportation develop-
ment process consists of a number of interrelated activities,
which include planning, project development, project mitiga-
tion, right-of-way acquisition, and design, within the frame-
work of continuous public involvement and a seamless deci-
sionmaking process. Although construction, maintenance, and
operation of the transportation project could be considered part
of the TDP, they have not been included here. Figure 1 depicts
the major elements of the TDP and their relationships from the
federal environmental perspective (I). This process is not

uniform for many reasons. Additional detail on the planning
portion of the TDP is presented in chapter 2.

The TDP is not a standard process. While there are many
common elements, the process varies throughout the United
States because of different local laws and conditions. This
synthesis attempts to address important issues of common
elements of the process.

HISTORY OF THE TRANSPORTATION
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

There has been a TDP for a long as there have been trans-
portation projects. However, today’s process has its roots in
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962, which established the
continuous, comprehensive, and cooperative (3C) planning
process for metropolitan areas. This was the first formal rec-
ognition that the consequences of transportation decisions
must be considered. The 3C process placed additional impor-
tance on public involvement, which originated with the public
hearing requirement in the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950.

The 1960s was a decade of environmental awareness,
which resulted in new federal environmental emphasis in the
transportation development process. The Historic Preservation
Act of 1966 required consideration of historic resources in
transportation decisionmaking. The Department of Transpor-
tation Act of 1966 established the 4(f) requirement for the
protection of publicly owned parks, recreational areas, or
wildlife and waterfowl refuges or any significant historic site. The
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) was passed in
1969 and resulted in landmark impacts on transportation de-
velopment. The Urban Mass Transportation Administration
(UMTA) was established in 1964, resulting in a new focus on
considering alternatives to the astomobile in urban transpor-
tation decisionmaking.

The emphasis on environmental considerations in the
transportation development process continued in the 1970s.
The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) of 1976, the Clean Water Act of 1972 and many
other laws (2) were directed at specific environmental issues,
but required attention in the transportation development proc-
ess because of the impacts transportation has on these issues.
The funding made available to transportation was seen by
many as a way to finance solutions to environmental prob-
lems. The Middle East energy crisis of 1973 led to energy con-
servation as a major factor in the TDP. The Uniform Reloca-
tion Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act of 1970
established significant property acquisition requirements for
the protection of owners whose property would be taken for
transportation projects. Office of Management and Budget



CONTINUOUS PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND SEAMLESS DECISIONMAKING PROCESS

Planning

Environ. Mgmt. Traffic Conformity
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Project Development Mitigation
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FIGURE 1 Transportation development process (1).

Circular A-95 required improved communication and coordi-
nation among agencies about proposed projects. A require-
ment was established for Transportation System Management
(TSM) strategies to be considered as alternatives to construc-
tion of new transportation facilities in metropolitan areas.

The 1980s brought new financial commitment to transpor-
tation, with substantial increases in funding at the federal,
state, and local levels. Much of the new funding went to the
metropolitan areas to support needed urban transportation imn-
provements that had been delayed from previous decades be-
cause of cost, complexity, or environmental issues. This in-
cluded completing many of the metropolitan connections to
the Interstate System, as well as building new major non-
Interstate metropolitan highway facilities. The new focus on
urban transportation resulted in the continued strengthening of
the roles of metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) and
local agencies in the transportation development process. Em-
phasis on the environment continued, and many environmental
concerns were addressed with the increased funding.

The 1990s have again seen heightened emphasis on envi-
ronmental issues, such as air and water quality, in the trans-
portation development process. The Americans with Disabili-
ties Act and the Presidential Executive Order for Environ-
mental Justice focus attention on human issues. The most
significant changes to the transportation development process
have come from the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) (PL102-240).

Many state and local governments have instituted more
stringent legislative requirements on the TDP than those at the
federal level. These requirements may be directed specifically
at transportation or may be aimed primarily at other issues

such as protection of the environment, conservation of re-
sources, or growth management.

INFLUENCE OF ISTEA ON THE TRANSPORTATION
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

ISTEA provides for landmark changes to the TDP that are
discussed in subsequent sections of this synthesis. ISTEA
provided major changes in how surface transportation is
funded. Of particular note are the National Highway System
(NHS) Program, Surface Transportation Program (STP), and
several environmentally oriented special programs, including
transportation enhancements, Scenic Byways, and Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ). ISTEA,
together with the NHS Designation Act of 1995, established a
159,000 mile National Highway System (NHS). ISTEA ex-
pands greatly the types of projects that are eligible for funding
under the basic programs, extending the range of project alter-
natives that may be considered. For example, transit capital
improvements and operations for new starts are eligible for
funding under the CMAQ, STP, and NHS programs.

ISTEA modified planning, programming, coordination,
and public involvement requirements for both states and
MPOs. It added new studies and management system re-
quirements for transportation programs and reduced the fed-
eral role in areas such as project approvals. ISTEA strengthens
the requirements for the TDP to address environmental issues.
The Act provides for more flexibility and innovation in trans-
portation decisionmaking, but at the same time considerably
complicates the TDP, as discussed in this synthesis.



Prior to 1960

¢ Rivers and Harbors Act (1899)

¢ Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (1934)
¢ Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1950

o Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956

1960s

* Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962

* Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964
« National Historic Preservation Act

» National Environmental Policy Act

¢ Land and Water Conservation Act

+ Wilderness Act

« Civil Rights Act

1970s

¢ Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Act
« Environment Quality Improvement Act

o Clean Air Act

o Federal Water Pollution Control Act/Clean Water Act
« Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Act
* Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

+ Wild and Scenic River Act

¢ Marine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act

o Coastal Zone Management Act

¢ Endangered Species Act

¢ Archeological Resources Protection Act

1980s

« Coastal Barrier Resources Act

+ Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
« Farmland Protection Policy Act

« Safe Drinking Water Act

» Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987

1990s

¢ Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act
* Americans with Disabilities Act

FIGURE 2 Enactment period of some federal laws (many amended) that can

influence the TDP.

INFLUENCE OF RELATED FEDERAL PROGRAMS ON
THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Related federal programs influence the TDP substantially.
The breadth of these impacts is nowhere more evident than in
the metropolitan and statewide planning factors listed in Title
23, U.S.C. that are required to be considered in the TDP.
These factors include, among others: consistency with en-
ergy conservation programs; consistency with land use and
development plans; international and national facilities;

overall social, economic, energy, and environmental effects;
coordination with Clean Air Act agencies; consideration of
plans developed under the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act; and the concerns of Indian tribal governments (23 U.S.C.
134, 135) The impacts of the planning factors for metropolitan
areas are discussed in NCHRP Synthesis 217 (3).

Agencies administering other federal programs require the
TDP to consider their interests through specific federal
transportation requirements, through general laws like NEPA
applicable to transportation, or through their own program



enabling legislation and regulations. Federal land agencies,
such as the Bureau of Land Management and the United
States Forest Service; permitting agencies, such as the United
States Army Corps of Engineers (COE); and sanctioning
agencies, like the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
have particularly strong influence over the TDP because proj-
ects cannot move ahead without their approval or completion
of their permitting process. The “AASHTO Survey on Man-
dates Impacting Federal Surface Transportation Programs”
cited Clean Air Act compliance and air quality nonconformity
as the two mandates from which the states cited relief of
penalties most important (4). A list of some of the important
federal laws influencing the TDP is provided in Figure 2 (2,5).

INFLUENCE OF ADVOCACY GROUPS ON THE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Advocacy groups, such as the Sierra Club, Environmental
Defense Fund, the Center for Law in the Public Interest, the

Surface Transportation Policy Project, and the American As-
sociation of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) influence the TDP through the legislative and
rule-making processes as well as at the public agency plan-
ning, programming, and project development process levels.
The effect of advocacy groups’ involvement in legislation and
rule-making takes various forms: establishment of standards,
such as clean air; establishment of programs, such as STP and
transportation enhancement; and establishment of processes,
such as planning, programming, public involvement, and
NEPA.

Once legislative and regulatory requirements are estab-
lished, advocacy groups have a secondary effect in assuring
that public agencies adhere to the requirements in their TDPs.
This will increase the time and cost to complete the TDP for
agencies not following established TDP requirements, espe-
cially on controversial projects. The effects of advocacy groups
may be viewed as cumulative through influencing the estab-
lishment of new TDP requirements and assuring that the new
requirements are implemented.



CHAPTER TWO

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

REQUIREMENTS

There are several requirements set forth in federal statutes
and regulations that significantly affect the conduct of the
TDP. Many of these requirements, briefly introduced in the
following section, stem directly from ISTEA. No attempt is
made here to discuss individual state TDP requirements,
which in many cases provide a substantial supplement or
framework to the federal requirements, and in some cases,
differ from the federal process.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROCESS

ISTEA establishes separate requirements for continuous,
comprehensive, and coordinated metropolitan and statewide
transportation planning. However, they are expected to be co-
ordinated and the metropolitan area transportation improve-
ment programs (TIPs) must be included without modification,
after approval by the governor, into the statewide transporta-
tion improvement program (STIP). Figure 3 shows the major
components and relationships for the transportation planning
process (6,7).

Metropolitan Planning (7)

Metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs), in cooperation
with the state, are required to develop transportation plans and
programs for metropolitan areas of the state. A public partici-
pation program that meets US DOT guidelines is required in
preparing plans and programs, which are expected to consider
all modes, provide for an intermodal transportation system and
follow a 3C process in their development. MPOs are desig-
nated by agreement between the governor and the general pur-
pose local governments of the urbanized area. The US DOT is
required to certify periodically that MPOs in urbanized areas
over 200,000 population are carrying out their responsibilities
under federal law and federal funds may be withheld from un-
certified MPOs. More than one MPO may be designated for
large and complex urbanized areas. For ozone and carbon
monoxide nonattainment areas, the boundaries of the MPO are
to cover at least the nonattainment area. A minimum of 16
factors are to be considered and analyzed as appropriate in the
MPO planning process.

Each MPO is required to develop, cooperatively with the
state DOT and transit operators and with appropriate public
involvement, at least a 20-year multimodal and intermodal
long-range plan that is intended to provide for an integrated
transportation system. A financial plan is required to demonstrate
that the long-range plan can be implemented. The long-range

plan must demonstrate the preservation and efficient use of
existing transportation facilities. In nonattainment and air
quality maintenance areas, the transportation plan and TIP
must show conformity within the purpose of the State Imple-
mentation Plan (SIP) required by the Clean Air Act.

Each MPO is also required to develop, with appropriate
public participation, a TIP for the area. The TIP must be up-
dated at least every 2 years and must include a priority list of
projects for the next 3-year period, along with a financial plan
that is realistic for implementing the program. In metropolitan
areas with population less than 200,000 selection of federally
financed projects for implementation is to be carried out by the
state in cooperation with the MPO and in conformance with
the TIP. In the long-range planning process, major capital in-
vestment projects, such as construction of a new transportation
facility or substantial expansion of an existing facility, require
major investment studies (MIS) that are consistent with NEPA
requirements. Projects included in the TIP must be consistent
with the long-range plan.

Urbanized areas with population over 200,000 are desig-
nated as transportation management areas (TMAs). In addi-
tion to the long-range plan and TIP requirements, each TMA
is required to develop a congestion management system that
provides for effective management of new and existing trans-
portation facilities through the use of travel demand reduction
and operational management strategies in accordance with re-
quirements established by the US DOT. In TMAs, Surface
Transportation Program projects are selected by the MPO in
consultation with the state. In TMAs classified as nonattain-
ment for ozone or carbon monoxide, federal funds may not be
programmed for a highway project that significantly in-
creases the carrying capacity for single-occupant vehicles un-
less the project is part of the approved congestion management
system.

Statewide Planning (6)

States are required to develop transportation plans and pro-
grams, including long-term plans, for all areas of the state
outside the MPOs, which results in an intermodal transporta-
tion system. The plan and program development processes are
required to have a public participation element. The planning
process must consider all modes and be carried out using the
3C process. States are required to coordinate their transportation
planning with MPO planning and must prepare the transpor-
tation development portion of the SIP in accordance with the
requirements of the Clean Air Act (CAA). States must also con-
sider: concerns of Indian tribal governments, rural economic



10

(£9°T) $$9001d Suruaed uoneuodsuel], ¢ FANOIA

VALSI Jepun ssdoldd Suiuuelg uonelrodsued], ug)ijodoajdy

saipn)s juadunsaauf Jofep ssad0ad ApurLiojuo) Ajend) Ay

!

ue[ [eldueuly

e

180§ AqQ pauIRISUO)) A[[elouBuL]

dIS Ul saInseajy josuo)) uoneuodsuel], 0} Ajuou
spiepuels Anjend) a1y Sulasiyoy Joj ssoding JIS Yim suLIojuo)
uejq uoneyodsuel], yym JUASISUC)

spololg Ljoud Jo JsI JBak-¢

(d1L) weafoag judurdaoadw] uonejrodsuedy,

SaIpy§ Jullle] ealeqng pue JOPILOD) '[euolsay]
s1aplaold uopedodsuel], pue SjelS Yim Hojje aaneradoo)
suoljoy a8uey Suo| pue Hoyg

(azou 10 sieaf (7) uuay, Suoy
ue]d uoijejiodsuedf,

[EpOULIAIU] PuE [EPOWHNIA

nduj swa)sg judwaGeuvyy

si10joey Suiuueld 91

JUIWIA[OAU] DI[qnd

y

Aypend) a1y 1o ueld uonejuawo[dW] 9)el§ 0] SULOJUOD

lea X Aq poureysuo)) A[jeiourul]

SOdN A9 peaoiddy spalold 1L [V UOWEOIJIPOIA JnoyiM sapnjou]
nutiag Jo [eaciddy [eropa] Suumbey syosfoid uesydig Ajjeuoid3ay [V
s109fo1d [e)iden-uoN pue [ejide]y papunyg V.1 1o/pue VMHI IV
uonejuswojdwy] Joj pauueld sjosfold jo Junsry teak-¢

(dILS) weaSosg juswaroadw] uonejrodsusl], apimajels

Jurp Sumueld Ajend) 11y
swiaysAg Juowedeuepy Jopisuo))
s10pe,] Suluueld €7

1 1uBAl[OY
punog Afjerourur] pue snsieay]
Aroyedonied

P3JUSLIQ SOUBULIOHD]
[epotuwgu]

siaplaald % SOPON [V /M pajeulpioo)
$9A109[QO [RIUIWUOIAUL O) payur]
S[EOD) JIWIOUOOH d)vl§ 0) payul]

(olow Jo steak 7)) uua ], Suog

ue]d uonejiodsue.d], apImale}s

VALSI Jopun Sujuuejd uonejiodsue.l], spimajels

ONIMVIANOISIDAd SSTTIAVIAS ANV INAWHATOANI OI'TdNd SNONNLLNOD




growth, tourism, and federal agency programs. At least 23
factors must be considered in states’ planning processes.

States are also required to develop statewide transportation
improvement programs (STIPs) for all areas within the states.
The STIP development process must meet the requirements of
the first paragraph of this section. The STIP must be consis-
tent with the long-range plan and incorporate without modifi-
cation the TIPs developed by the MPOs and approved by the
governor. All federally funded highway and transit projects in
the state are to be included in the STIP. The STIP shall be fi-
nancially feasible and reflect programming and expenditure
priorities, including enhancements. Projects shall be selected
in cooperation or consultation with local officials.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Public involvement is an integral component of the TDP.
Federal requirements provide for input by the public through-
out the transportation development decisionmaking process,
starting with planning and continuing through programming
and the project development process. For certain federal-aid
projects, by law, states hold or offer the opportunity for public
hearings. The TDP is seen as a seamless decisionmaking
process, with public involvement on a continuous basis to as-
sist the decisionmakers. Following are some specific examples
of public involvement opportunities.

MPOs and states are required to notify and provide citizens,
affected public agencies, representatives of transportation
agency employees, private transportation providers, interested
parties, and affected segments of the community the opportu-
nity for input on proposed long-range plans and transportation im-
provement programs (TIPs and STIPs) prior to approval.

Mass transportation block grant recipients have several
public involvement requirements to fulfill. These include noti-
fying the public regarding the amounts of money available and
the proposed program to be undertaken; developing the pro-
gram in consultation with interested parties; giving the public
the opportunity to examine and comment on the proposed pro-
gram; offering a public hearing; considering comments re-
ceived; and making the final program available to the public.

Public involvement requirements are found in ISTEA and
many environmental laws—most importantly the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), but also many
other laws such as the Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act and
National Historic Preservation Act (8). In essence, these laws
require public involvement prior to a federal agency taking any
major action, such as issuing a permit, granting an easement
for use of federal land, or providing project approvals. As a
consequence, they tend to focus on location and design issues,
rather than planning and programming issues.

Public involvement in federal actions can assist in deter-
mining the type and scope of environmental document re-
quired and the level of analysis needed. States must have
FHWA approved procedures for carrying out their project level
public involvement and hearing processes. State transportation
agencies must involve other state and federal agencies that are
affected by the action. When federal agencies other than US
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DOT are required to take an action on a transportation project,
public involvement processes for those agencies must be fol-
lowed, as well as the US DOT requirements (23 CFR 771).

A scoping public hearing or the opportunity for a public
hearing is required for all Interstate System projects and all other
federally funded highway projects bypassing or going through a
community. Scoping and a public hearing are required for all
projects requiring an environmental impact statement (EIS).
Transit capital projects require public hearings and public in-
volvement during the scoping and environmental processes.

MAJOR INVESTMENT STUDIES (9,7)

Major investment studies (MIS) are a federal requirement
for corridor and subarea level studies prior to making high
cost or high impact transportation investment concept deci-
sions in metropolitan planning areas. The MIS process is
flexible and is intended to provide transportation profession-
als, decisionmakers, and the public the opportunity to plan to-
gether. In preparing an MIS, reasonable cost alternatives
should be looked at in terms of meeting local, state, and na-
tional goals. Alternative modes should be considered, and the
alternatives should address a variety of factors for system and
program planning including:

¢ (Clean air,

¢ Intermodal planning, congestion management, and fi-
nancial constraints,

e Social, including environmental justice, economic, and
environmental factors,

e Restriction of single-occupancy vehicles in nonattain-
ment areas, and

» Benefits and costs.

Major investment studies are required to be developed
through a cooperative process that involves the state DOT, af-
fected MPOs, local transit operators, FHWA, FTA, local offi-
cials, and environmental and other resource agencies. Effective
public involvement is also expected.

Financially constrained placeholder projects may be in-
cluded in the long-range plan and TIP until completion of the
MIS. The MIS may be documented in a final report for future
use in preparing NEPA documents for selected projects, or it
may be documented in a draft NEPA document that is subse-
quently finalized following preliminary engineering. Since the
MIS is focused on concept identification, the information may
not be detailed enough to be the basis for a final NEPA docu-
ment. However, the MIS is intended to integrate the planning
and environmental processes. The selected concept must be
adopted into the long-range plan and TIP before preliminary
engineering and the final NEPA document can be prepared.

NEPA PROCESS

Compliance with NEPA is one of the most significant fed-
eral requirements, It affects every federally funded project and
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every project requiring federal permitting, changes in access
control or other significant federal action regardless of fund-
ing. The basic requirements under NEPA are established by
the United States Council on Environmental Quality in 40
CFR (Code of Federal Regulations) parts 1500 through 1508.
These regulations are supplemented for surface transportation
projects in 23 CFR part 771.

The US DOT environmental policy requires that, to the
extent possible, the environmental process for a project will be
a single process; alternative courses of action will be consid-
ered; and decisions will be made in the best public interest,
considering transportation needs, social, economic, and envi-
ronmental factors; and local, state, and national goals. Public
involvement and a systematic interdisciplinary approach are
essential to the process. Mitigation measures will be incorpo-
rated into the action, and discrimination must be excluded
from the process. Early coordination with appropriate agencies
and the public is required as previously discussed and in ac-
cordance with federally approved state procedures.

Either an environmental assessment/finding of no signifi-
cant impact or an environmental impact statement/record of
decision will be required for every project that is not categorically
excluded as having no significant environmental impact. For
projects not categorically excluded, the project sponsor may pro-
ceed directly to developing an EIS. If it is not clear whether a
project has a significant environmental impact, an environmental
assessment may be developed to determine whether an EIS or
a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) is appropriate.

Tiering of an EIS may be used for major transportation ac-
tions. The first tier addresses broad issues, such as location,
mode choice, and air quality and land use implications of al-
ternatives. The second tier addresses site-specific details on
project impacts, costs, and mitigation.

Environmental assessments/FONSIs and ElS/records of de-
cision must follow specific requirements prior to approval.
Public notice of findings is required prior to final decisions.
Local notice of availability and a 30-day comment period is
required for an environmental assessment, to which a FONSI
is an attachment. For an EIS, Federal Register notice is re-
quired. Comments received on a draft EIS must be considered
in preparing the final version, which will include the preferred
alternative and an evaluation of all alternatives considered and
mitigation measures most likely to be provided. Mitigation
measures included in the record of decision must be incorpo-
rated into the project. Every reasonable effort must be made to
resolve interagency disagreements on actions before finalizing
an EIS. The document must be submitted to the appropriate
FHWA Regional Office for approval. Prior concurrence before
approval of any EIS by FHWA Headquarters may be re-
quired where opposition is indicated by federal, state, or local
agencies on environmental grounds or other major environ-
mental concerns.

OTHER FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

A number of other specific federal transportation statutory
and regulatory requirements substantially influence the TDP.

They are not discussed in detail here, but some examples are
mentioned.

Management Systems

Every state is encouraged to develop and implement sys-
tems for managing highway pavement, bridges, highway
safety, traffic congestion, public transportation facilities and
equipment, and intermodal transportation facilities and sys-
tems. The congestion management system is a requirement for
TMAs, although all of the management systems are recom-
mended for incorporation into the TDP (23 USC 303).

Section 4(f) of the US DOT Act of 1966

This law specifies that a special effort must be made to pre-
serve the importance of public park and recreation lands,
wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. FHWA must
make a separate determination regarding the applicability of
Section 4(f) to a project. If applicable, Section 4(f) evaluations
must be prepared to determine if there are feasible and prudent
alternatives to avoid publicly owned parks, recreation areas, or
wildlife or waterfowl] refuge, or any significant historic site.
They may be conducted as part of a FONSI, an environmental
assessment, or an EIS. They may also be a separate Section
4(f) evaluation. A programmatic 4(f) evaluation may be used
for projects having minor involvement with 4(f) facilities un-
der specific criteria, including agreement by the officials with
jurisdiction over the resource (23 CFR 771) (1).

Design Standards, Policies, and Standard
Specifications for Highways

Consideration must be given to design standards, policies,
and specifications in the transportation development process.
Achieving design standards often conflicts with other TDP
process objectives, such as avoiding environmental impacts.
FHWA has established design standards, policies, and stan-
dard specifications for federally funded projects. To a large
extent, federal standards are based on the work of the Ameri-
can Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO). These requirements address a wide range of subjects,
such as geometrics, system preservation, bridges, noise abate-
ment, utilities, and drainage. Deviation from standards may
require FHWA approval and may place the facility owner at risk
for safety liability. Conversely, the costs and time for imple-
menting design standards and policies may also be substantial.

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
Properties Acquisition Policies Act

This legislation establishes the requirements when property
must be acquired and resident and business occupants dis-
placed for rights-of-way needed for construction on federally
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tunded highway or transit projects. The legislation is to ensure and equitably so that they will not suffer disproportionate in-
that owners of property to be acquired and persons to be dis- juries. Time, impacts, and costs associated with these activi-
placed by federal-aid projects are treated fairly, consistently, ties may be substantial (42 USC 61).
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CHAPTER THREE

ENVIRONMENTAL AND RELATED FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS THAT
IMPACT THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

A number of federal requirements outside transportation
law must be considered and may significantly impact the TDP.
This chapter identifies some of the major requirements and
their influence on the TDP.

CLEAN AIR ACT

Notwithstanding NEPA, the Clean Air Act and its amend-
ments (CAAA) of 1990 (42 USC 85) probably has the most
far-reaching impacts on the TDP. Although the most substan-
tial implications are for urbanized areas, rural areas are not
immune from provisions such as PM,, particulates and ozone
transport. As stated earlier, a recent AASHTO survey found
that the states cite Clean Air Act compliance and air quality
conformity as the two mandates from which relief of penalties
is most important. Concerns expressed include potential stop-
page of the highway program for failure to meet conformity
requirements; long time lags between updates to STIP and
conformity determinations; and burden on transportation re-
sources to clean up air.

The objectives of clean air legislation are to achieve and
maintain national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).
The pollutants of primary focus for transportation are hydro-
carbons, nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and small particu-
late matter. If a state has areas that do not meet NAAQS, these
areas are designated nonattainment areas and the state is re-
quired to develop a State Implementation Plan (SIP) to reduce
pollutant emissions to meet NAAQS.

Transportation plans, programs, and projects must conform
to the purpose of the SIP (see 23 USC 23, 134-135). Transpor-
tation planning and air quality planning procedures must be
integrated to address air quality. EPA may impose sanctions,
including the loss of federal highway funds if a state is not
making appropriate progress in achieving NAAQS. Nonat-
tainment areas must reduce emissions from the source causing
the pollution.

MPOs in nonattainment and maintenance areas are re-
quired to determine that the transportation plans and programs
for the area conform with the purpose of the SIP. Therefore,
the TIP is composed of transportation projects drawn from a
conforming transportation plan; both must be consistent with
the SIP. If the nonattainment or maintenance area is not part of
ametropolitan area, the state carries out this responsibility.

Conformity determinations, using mobile source emissions
models, must be made at least every 3 years, but more fre-
quently if there are changes to the transportation plan, the TIP
or other projects. Adding new projects to the plan or TIP or
changing the scope of an included project triggers an areawide

conformity analysis. Also, plans and programs will have to be
revised if the area is not achieving conformity (10).

CLEAN WATER ACT

The Clean Water Act (33 USC 26, 1251-1376) is directed
to restoring and maintaining the integrity of the nation’s wa-
ters through prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollu-
tion. Three requirements have particular significance for the
TDP.

Certification

Section 401 of the Act requires the applicant for a permit to
conduct any activity that will discharge into the waters of the
United States to acquire certification that the discharge will
comply with water quality standards. This means that any
transportation project construction work will require such
certification from the state water quality agency prior to being
undertaken.

National Poltutant Discharge
Elimination System

The Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 had a goal of re-
storing and maintaining the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the nation’s waters. The act required EPA to set
water quality standards and develop the permitting program
(11). Section 402 of the Clean Water Act requires an NPDES
permit from EPA for point sources, such as storm drain system
outfalls, to discharge into the waters of the United States. The
permit application must demonstrate how the applicant will
assure that the objective of pollution-free discharge is met. The
permit has two parts: Part 1 includes submittal of a manage-
ment program and Part 2 requires a plan for meeting state ef-
fluent and water quality standards (12).

Wetlands (13)

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires a permit from
the United States Army Corps of Engineers or approved state
agency to discharge dredge or fill materials into U.S. waters.
Section 404(b)(1) provides for a rigorous justification for proj-
ect need. A permit can be denied or restricted if the work has
an unacceptable adverse effect on municipal drinking water



supplies, fishery areas, shellfish beds, or wildlife or recreation
areas. A notice and opportunity for a public hearing is re-
quired. Comments on activities requiring a Section 404 permit
from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service must be
considered. The United States Coast Guard must agree that
anchorage and navigation of any of the navigable waters will
not be impaired by the project. EPA reviews and comments on
individual applications and has authority to veto Corps of En-
gineers permit decisions. The permitting process can take sev-
eral months to several years to complete.

Preservation of wetlands is a major consideration in im-
plementation of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. By Ex-
ecutive Order, federal agencies are required to avoid new con-
struction in wetlands unless there is no practicable alternative
that would be less damaging and all practicable mitigation
measures are included. Further, FHWA regulations allow the
use of Federal-aid funds for the evaluation and mitigation of
impacts of a project on wetlands. Consultation with appropri-
ate state and federal agencies is required. If wetlands avoid-
ance cannot be accomplished, then minimizing and compen-
sating impacts are expected. Wetland creation, restoration, and
banking are compensation strategies that help achieve the goal
of no net loss of wetlands.

CONTAMINATED MATERIALS

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
(RCRA) (42 USC 82) establishes requirements for the storage
and handling of waste, including corrective measures or re-
moval. The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended
(42 USC 103), provides that any responsible party associated
with a facility from which there is a release, such as a spill or
leak, or threatened release of a waste substance that causes a
response cost is liable for the response cost. EPA defines haz-
ardous substances and administers the program. The TDP
must include provisions for discovering contaminated material
sites within the project area and for assessing liability and
remediation costs and time for the project. Responsibility
commitments from EPA are also essential.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Several federal laws, in addition to Section 4(f) of the US
DOT Act discussed in chapter 2, focus on the protection of
cultural resources and impact the TDP. These include the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act, Surface Transportation and
Uniform Relocation Assistance Act, Archeological Resources
Protection Act and the Live American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (16 USC Conservation). Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act has the most influence on
the TDP.

Section 106 requires that all federal agencies take into
consideration the effect of federally assisted and permitted
projects on cultural resources, which include historic sites,
buildings, structures, objects, and districts. The National Park
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Service maintains the National Register for Historic Places
and determines which sites will be on the Register. As part of
the TDP, the transportation agency is required to inventory the
project site for archeological, architectural, and historical fea-
tures in cooperation with the State Historic Preservation Offi-
cer. Prior to approval to damage, demolish, or substantially
alter a property that is included in or eligible for the National
Register for Historic Places, the Advisory Council for Historic
Preservation must be given the opportunity to comment on the
proposed action. Records must be made of demolished or al-
tered archeological and historic properties. Preservation of ar-
cheological and historic properties may have substantial
monetary and time costs for transportation projects.

ENDANGERED SPECIES

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 35) was en-
acted to ensure that federally funded or permitted actions do
not jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered spe-
cies. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
establishes the endangered species list and administers the
Act, which prohibits the unauthorized taking of endangered
species or critical habitats.

Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, if a project
may result in harm to threatened or endangered species or im-
pact on its critical habitat, a consultation process with
USFWS is necessary prior to obtaining USFWS concurrence
and NEPA approval. The consultation may be informal for
small, noncontroversial projects or formal for large projects or
projects for which there is potential for conflict. Endangered
species conservation measures may be used as a condition of
USFWS concurrence and NEPA approval. Under the formal
process, if an endangered species is found and will be affected,
a Biological Assessment is prepared and a subsequent impact
finding is made by USFWS. The impacts of the Endangered
Species Act on the TDP are the time required for the consulta-
tion and approval process and the cost and time required for
mitigation of impacts. If the impacts cannot be mitigated, the
project is essentially stopped, unless exemption is granted by
the Secretary of the Interior (14).

LAND AND WATER LAWS

Many federal laws are aimed at protecting the nation’s land
and water resources. They include: Sections 4(f) and 6(f) of
the 1966 US DOT Act, the Cilean Water Act, the Safe Water
Drinking Act, the Wilderness Act, the Wild and Scenic River
Act, the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, the National
Trails Systems Act, the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899, the
Marine Protection Research and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, the
Water Bank Act, the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972,
the Coastal Barrier Resources Act, and the Farmland Protec-
tion Policy Act of 1981 (16 USC and 7 USC 73).

Certainty not all and maybe none of these regulations will
apply to a specific transportation project. However, an agency
with many projects is likely to encounter one or more of them
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on most projects. As a result, it is necessary for transportation
agencies to be acquainted with these regulations and to ac-
count for their potential application in the TDP.

SOCIOECONOMIC REQUIREMENTS

Many federal laws and other federal requirements are
aimed at preserving communities, protecting individuals, or
engaging community members in the TDP. A brief description
of three of these laws and requirements that impact transpor-
tation decisions are discussed briefly.

Civil Rights Acts of 1964 and 1968 (716)

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes
provide that no person shall, on the basis of race, color, or na-
tional origin, be excluded from participation in, denied the
benefits of, or otherwise be subject to discrimination under
any program of the federal, state, or local governments. Title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968 guarantees each person
equal opportunity in housing. These titles necessitate careful
consideration in the TDP to assure transportation employment,
facilities, services, and rights-of-way acquisition provide for
equitable treatment within all of the listed categories. The Title
VI statutes were reemphasized with the Executive Order on
Environmental Justice discussed below.

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
(42 USC 26)

This law is intended to establish a clear and comprehensive
prohibition of discrimination on the basis of disability. It states
that no qualified individual with a disability shall, by reason
of such disability, be excluded from participation in or be de-
nied the benefits of the services, programs, or activities of a
public entity, or be subjected to discrimination by any such
entity.

The ADA has many specific provisions related to access by
disabled persons to public transportation systems and to other
public facilities. For transportation, this includes the transit
and highway systems and their appurtenances, such as bus
terminals and roadside rest facilities. The implication for the
TDP is to provide the disabled community a voice in the pub-
lic involvement process, have meetings in accessible facilities,
and incorporate disabled access provisions into projects.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898 (15) implements requirements that
federal actions address environmental justice in minority and
low-income populations and adds emphasis to the Civil Rights
Act of 1964. Implementation of the executive order requires that

each mode incorporate the principles of environmental justice
into existing programs and policies. A methodology must be
followed for identifying adverse impacts, mitigation, and en-
hancement measures to avoid or offset adverse impacts of
transportation programs and policies on minority or low-
income populations. Standard practice for achieving environ-
mental justice is just beginning to emerge. The most recent
guidance from US DOT reflects the Department’s policy on
environmental justice (1).

NOISE ABATEMENT REQUIREMENTS

Title 23 of the United States Code requires the Secretary of
the US DOT to promulgate standards for highway noise levels
compatible with different land uses. Plans and specifications
for federal-aid projects cannot be approved unless they include
adequate measures to implement appropriate noise abatement
criteria.

Part 772 of 23 CFR requires the highway agency to deter-
mine and analyze expected traffic noise impacts and alterna-
tive noise abatement measures to mitigate these impacts.
FHWA will not approve plans and specifications unless rea-
sonable and feasible noise abatement measures are incorpo-
rated to meet the criteria and the noise impacts on existing and
programmed development are minimized.

The TDP needs to incorporate provisions for identifying
potential noise-sensitive development, forecasting noise im-
pacts, and incorporating mitigation measures. Time and cost
are the major impacts of noise on the TDP.

SCENIC BYWAYS PROGRAM

Through the Scenic Byways Program, funding is provided
to encourage states’ commitment to scenic byways. Estab-
lished under ISTEA, the program is based on recommenda-
tions of an advisory committee regarding criteria, standards,
and design review procedures. The first group of All-
American Roads and National Scenic Byways was designated
by the U.S. Secretary of Transportation in September 1996
from nominations submitted by local communities and state
and federal land managing agencies.

PROCUREMENT OF SERVICES AND
SUPPLIES

There are numerous federal requirements for procuring
services and supplies. These include procurement of engineer-
ing and design related services, procurement of construction
contractors, use of disadvantaged business enterprises and
women-owned business enterprises and acquisition of mate-
rials and supplies, including the use of American products.
The TDP must incorporate procedures for complying with
these requirements.
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COORDINATION AND DECISIONMAKING IN THE TRANSPORTATION

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

COORDINATION AND DECISIONMAKING UNDER
TRANSPORTATION LAWS AND REGULATIONS

There are many coordination and decisionmaking require-
ments for the TDP in Titles 23 and 49 of U. S. Code and as-
sociated regulations. The federal transportation requirements
are intended to produce a coordination process that begins
early in planning and continues through project development.
Early involvement and communication with stakeholders
(agencies or groups with a specific interest in the project out-
come) leads to early identification of issues and better pros-
pects for their timely resolution. As pictured in Figures 1 and
3. the decisionmaking process is intended to be seamless. This
means that decisions later in the TDP build on earlier deci-
sions, as more specific project information becomes available.
Transportation agencies are not the only decisionmakers on
transportation projects. This follows from the fact that most
transportation projects have an impact on resources for which
other agencies have decisionmaking responsibilities. There-
fore, transportation decisions are not the only ones to be made
on a transportation project, further emphasizing the need to
work cooperatively with stakeholders. Some of the more im-
portant coordination and decisionmaking requirements are
discussed below. It is not the intent to discuss every coordina-
tion and decisionmaking requirement, but rather to provide an
indication of their extent.

Metropolitan Planning (23 USC 134-5)

In developing plans and programs for metropolitan areas,
MPOs consider 16 factors discussed in chapter 2. Two of these
factors involve coordination with other programs and agencies:

¢ The consistency of transportation planning with appli-
cable federal, state, and local energy conservation programs,
goals, and objectives, and

¢ The consistency of transportation plans and programs
with the provisions of all applicable short- and long-term land
use and development plans,

In nonattainment areas for ozone or carbon monoxide under
the Clean Air Act, the MPO shall coordinate the development
of the transportation plan with the process for developing the
SIP. Before approving the transportation plan and TIP, the
MPO shall provide citizens, affected public agencies, repre-
sentatives of transportation agency employees, private provid-
ers of transportation, and other interested parties the oppor-
tunity to comment on the LRP and proposed TIP.

The MPO must develop the TIP in cooperation with the
state and affected transit operators. The TIP must be approved
by the MPO and the governor. Project selection for federal
funding shall be carried out by the state in cooperation with
the MPO, except in TMAs, where the STP projects are se-
lected by the MPO in consultation with the state.

TMAs must be certified every 3 years by the Secretary of
US DOT for carrying out their responsibilities under applica-
ble provisions of federal law. Section 450.334 of 23 CFR re-
quires MPOs to certify annually that their planning processes
meet federal requirements.

Statewide Planning

States are required to carry out statewide planning in coor-
dination with metropolitan planning and to meet its respon-
sibilities for development of the transportation portion of the
SIP as required by the CAA. States are required to develop a plan
and a program that address all modes of transportation. The state
transportation planning process must consider the 23 factors
mentioned in chapter 2, seven of which involve coordination:

¢ The transportation needs of nonmetropolitan areas must
be addressed in consultation with local elected officials.

e Any metropolitan area plans must be developed as
specified under the metropolitan planning requirements.

¢ Consideration of state plans developed pursuant to the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

¢ Consistency between transportation decisionmaking and
the provisions of all applicable short-range and long-range
land use and development plans.

¢ Coordination with MPO plans and programs and rec-
onciliation with those plans to provide connectivity of services.

¢ Consideration of the concerns of Indian tribal govern-
ments having jurisdiction over lands in the state.

e Consideration of investment strategies to improve ad-
joining state and local roads that support . . . federal agency
renewable resources management.

The state plan must be developed cooperatively with state
MPOs for metropolitan areas and Indian tribal governments
and the Secretary of the Interior for Indian lands areas. The
STIP is developed in cooperation with the MPOs for metro-
politan areas. Projects included in the STIP must be consistent
with metropolitan TIPs and the SIP. The STIP must be ap-
proved no less frequently than biennially by the Secretary of
US DOT. The state must provide citizens, affected public
agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees,



18

other affected employee representatives, private providers of
transportation, and other interested parties the opportunity to
comment on the proposed plan and proposed STIP.

NEPA Process

The FTA or FHWA, in cooperation with the applicant, has
the responsibility to manage the preparation of the appropriate
environmental document. Project applicants and resource
agencies have different roles related to the preparation of the
document: preparer, joint lead agency, cooperating agency, or
support. Other agencies that have special expertise or jurisdic-
tion may be required to be cooperating agencies if asked, al-
though they sometimes decline because of insufficient re-
sources. Early coordination with appropriate agencies and the
public is an essential part of this process. State and federal
agencies that may be affected are notified and their views so-
licited. Each state must have procedures approved by FHWA
for its public involvement/public hearing program for Federal-
aid highway projects. Applicants for FTA capital assistance
must hold public hearings and seek input from the public
during the scoping process for the environmental documents.
Interagency consultations may be required to resolve issues.
The approval of the final document must be made by FHWA
or FTA, as appropriate (23 CFR 771 and 42 USC 56).

COORDINATION AND DECISIONMAKING REQUIREMENTS
PLACED ON THE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
BY FEDERAL AGENCIES OUTSIDE US DOT

As discussed in chapter 3, many laws affect the TDP. A
discussion of the influence on the TDP of some nontranspor-
tation federal agencies with transportation related responsi-
bilities is presented here.

United States Army Corps of Engineers

Transportation projects that involve discharge of dredged or
fill materials into waters of the United States, including wet-
lands, require a Section 404 of the Clean Water Act permit
approved by the Corps of Engineers (COE) prior to construc-
tion. In issuing permits, the COE must consider not only the
requirements of the CWA, but any other federal laws that may
affect the project. These include wetlands, wildlife habitat, ar-
chaeology, historic, contaminated materials, endangered spe-
cies, parks, and soil conservation. As a result, the 404 permit-
ting process involves not only coordination with the COE, but
a host of other agencies, leading to a process comparable to
NEPA (33 USC 26, 1251-1376; and 13).

Environmental Protection Agency

Coordination with EPA is necessary in both planning and
project development phases of the TDP. Metropolitan and

statewide transportation plans and programs must be consis-
tent with the SIP for achieving air quality conformity require-
ments, which are approved by EPA. Failure to meet confor-
mity requirements can mean sanctioning of federal highway
funds by EPA. At the project level, EPA has veto authority
over the issuance of CWA Section 404 permits. It administers
the permitting process for the NPDES program found in CWA
Section 402. It also administers the CERCLA and RCRA
laws for contaminated materials, thus requiring DOT coordi-
nation for handling, storage, protection, and determining re-
sponsibility for contaminated materials found on a project.
EPA also provides consistency determinations on the Section
1429(e) program of the Safe Drinking Water Act (23 USC
134-5; 42 USC 82 and 103; and 73).

United States Fish and Wildlife Service

The Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act requires federal
agencies issuing permits or licenses to consult with USFWS
and state fish and wildlife agencies concerning the effects of
projects on these resources. Fish and wildlife conservation re-
ceives equal consideration with other project purposes, a re-
quirement that is particularly evident in the 404 permitting
process, where the COE is required to consult with the
USFWS. In essence, it falls upon the transportation project
sponsor to reach agreement with the USFWS and state fish
and wildlife agency on measures to avoid, minimize, or miti-
gate impact on fish and wildlife before a permit is issued.
Additionally, USFWS administers the Endangered Species
Act, and its approval is required for dealing with endangered
species encountered on a project (16 USC; and 13).

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended,
requires that the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
have opportunity to comment on the effect that federally as-
sisted or permitted projects have on cultural resources. The
designated State Historic Preservation Officer normally pro-
vides the project review and comments. If adverse effects are
determined to exist, the Advisory Council’s consultation proc-
ess is initiated, with the goal of reaching agreement on means
of mitigating the adverse effects. If agreement cannot be
reached, a hearing may be conducted, and the Advisory
Council makes comments to FHWA. Also, the comments are
forwarded to the President and Congress. The Secretary of US
DOT has delegated the final decision about the project to the
appropriate modal administrator (16).

National Marine Fisheries Service

The mission of the NMFS is stewardship of the nation’s
living marine resources through conservation and wise use. The
NMEFS carries out its charge under many laws and mandates
from Congress, including the following statutes: the Endangered



Species Act, which protects species determined to be threat-
ened or endangered; the Marine Mammal Protection Act,
which regulates taking or importing marine mammals; and the
Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, which authorizes NMFS
1o collect fisheries data and to advise other government agen-
cies on environmental decisions that affect living marine re-
sources. The NMFS performs a coordinating role similar to
the USFWS under the Endangered Species Act for marine re-
sources (16, 17).

Federal Lands Agencies

Right-of-way for projects on federal lands requires ease-
ments or simitar documents issued by the responsible federal
lands agency. Federal lands agencies include U. S. Forest
Service, Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation,
National Park Service, Department of Defense, FHWA Federal
Lands, and for practical purposes, Indian tribes. States and lo-
cal governments cannot exercise the power of eminent domain
over federal lands. As a result, the project sponsor must coordinate
with the federal land agency, follow its processes (which may
be different from similar US DOT processes like NEPA), meet
its project requirements, and abide by its decisions.

COORDINATION AND DECISIONMAKING IMPACTS
OF THE PUBLIC AND ADVOCACY GROUPS

The FTA and FHWA recognize that public involvement in
the transportation investment decisionmaking process is cen-
tral to the accomplishment of the vision of ISTEA. As dis-
cussed above, public participation is required in the planning,
programming, and NEPA processes, as well as the MIS proc-
ess. US DOT policy and FTA and FHWA regulations require
MPOs and state DOTs to establish (with public involve-
ment) and adopt their own processes that actively seek
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public involvement throughout transportation decisionmaking
during planning and programming. Federal regulations also
require state DOTs and MPOs to demonstrate explicit consid-
eration and response to public input (23 CFR, E and 1).

This emphasis on public involvement in transportation de-
cisionmaking started with the 3C (comprehensive, cooperative
and continuous) planning process in the early 1960s. It re-
ceived a major boost with NEPA in 1969. Resource protection
legislation, such as the CAA, NHPA, and CWA, was passed
about the same time. These laws gave advocacy groups, such
as the Sierra Club, the League of Women Voters, the Audubon
Society and the Center for Law in the Public Interest the tools
necessary to influence transportation decisionmaking. In many
cases this influence was negative in terms of stopping projects
for which established procedures may or may not have been
followed. It has taken time for transportation agencies to learn
to coordinate with the public and advocacy groups and involve
them in the decisionmaking process early, rather than to wait
for a court action on a controversial program or project.

The ISTEA legislation itself was influenced by advocacy
groups. This influence affected planning and public participa-
tion requirements and programs, such as transportation en-
hancement and congestion mitigation and air quality im-
provement (CMAQ). Two groups whose influence has been
especially effective are the American Association of State
Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) and the
Surface Transportation Policy Project (STPP). AASHTO com-
prises primarily the state transportation agencies of the 50
states. Member states maintain excellent relationships with
their congressional delegations, making AASHTO very influ-
ential in the legislative process. The STPP is a network of di-
verse organizations (including many advocacy groups), coali-
tions, and grassroots groups whose goal is t develop a
national transportation policy that better serves the environ-
mental, social, and economic interests of the nation, focusing
on moving people and goods, rather than vehicles, without fa-
voring any single mode of transportation (9).



20

CHAPTER FIVE

CURRENT TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS ISSUES

AND PRACTICES

The previous chapters have described the evolution of the
federal transportation development process and its current re-
quirements, including those placed on the TDP from outside
the transportation arena. The TDP described is complex and
requires extensive efforts by transportation agencies. The put-
pose of this chapter is to convey what transportation practitio-
ners think about the process and how they are responding to
make the TDP work. The survey shown in Appendix A was
sent to all state DOTs and 10 metropolitan planning organiza-
tions, seeking information on TDP issues and how their or-
ganization is responding to the issues. Twenty-seven states
and three MPOs replied (see Figure 4) and their responses are
summarized in this chapter. It is assumed that the respondents
represented the views of their agencies, although their posi-
tions and locations within the agencies varied considerably.
Several of the survey questions could be answered yes or no,
and those responses are summarized in Table 1. Survey
question numbers are included with the discussion for each
response.

TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
(GENERAL)—Q1

Reasonableness of Present TDP
Requirements—Q1b

Response to the question about whether the present TDP
requirements are reasonable was mixed. While a majority of

respondents consider the present TDP requirements reasonable,
many have some concerns about the process requirements. Com-
ments favorable to present requirements centered on the em-
phasis on early identification of issues, environmental con-
cerns, and public participation. Concerns focused on the
additional time and resources necessary to carry out the proc-
ess. There is considerable concern about the number of re-
source protection programs, such as air and water quality,
that have their own processes steming from laws independent
of transportation, resulting in duplication of effort and erosion
of the NEPA process. Responses reflect the opinion that that
decisionmaking authority at the federal level on transportation
issues seems lacking. There is sentiment for federal agencies
coordinating and integrating their program responsibilities.
Several states call for more flexibility in dealing with local
conditions and most responses indicate that the volume of
regulations is considered excessive.

Innovative Procedures and Approaches
to Facilitate Meeting TDP
Requirements—Q1ic

Most respondents are undertaking approaches that they
consider innovative in meeting the TDP requirements. There is
considerable focus on improving public participation during
the long-range planning and programming stages of the TDP
and the need to involve local officials, interest groups, and the
general public. The outreach is extending beyond just public

State Transportation Agencies
Alabama Department of Transportation

California Department of Transportation
Connecticut Department of Transportation
Florida Department of Transportation
lilinois Department of Transportation
Indiana Department of Transportation
Kansas Department of Transportation
Kentucky Department of Transportation
Louisiana Department of Transportation
Maryland Department of Transportation
Minnesota Department of Transportation
Montana Department of Transportation
Nebraska Department of Transportation
Nevada Department of Transportation
New Hampshire Department of Transportation

Alaska Department of Transportation and Public Facilities

New York Department of Transportation
North Carolina Department of Transportation
North Dakota Department of Transportation
Oklahoma Department of Transportation
Oregon Department of Transportation

South Carolina Department of Transportation
South Dakota Department of Transportation
Texas Department of Transportation
Vermont Agency of Transportation

Virginia Department of Transportation

MPOs

Denver Regional Council of Governments
Puget Sound Regional Council

San Diego Association of Governments

FIGURE 4 Survey respondents.
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SURVEY RESPONSE TO YES/NO QUESTIONS
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Number of Responses

Question Yes
Number Question Yes No and No Some
la Does your agency believe that present TDP requirements are 16 10 4 11
reasonable?
2a Has your state established a transportation planning and 30
programming process?
2al Are the state transportation planning and programming processes 29 1
documented?
2b Does your state have a good process for integrating state and MPO
planning and programming requirements? 28 2
2b3 Are the financial constraints requirements for planning and
programming creating a problem in your state? 18 9 1
3a Does your agency believe that in recent years it has been important
to advance elements of the TDP? 23 4 2
3b In the last 5 years, has your agency advanced or attempted to
advance elements of the TDP toward the front end of the TDP? 24 4 1
4a2 Do you have written agreements for processes that you have
integrated with the agencies responsible for administering
the requirements? 10 7 11
4a4 Have the integrated processes worked? 14 1 10
Sa Do you consider your agency successful in coordinating its TDP
with affected governmental agencies and interest groups? 28 1 1
5b In the last 5 years has your agency attempted to involve other
governmental agencies and interest groups impacting the
TDP earlier in the process? 28 1
5b2 Has this earlier involvement resulted in achieving your agency
objectives? 12 2 14
S¢ Has your agency had any problems with other agencies or interest
groups making commitments during the TDP and changing their
commitments later in the TDP? 11 13 1
5d Do you believe that there is a need to educate resource agencies
and special interest groups on the TDP? 25 4
Se Do you believe that there has been sufficient inter-administration
coordination of the TDP in US DOT? 9 16 1
6al Are the criteria that your agency uses for determining the type of
NEPA document that you are going to prepare for a project
accepted by all affected agencies with which your agency
works? 20 4 1

meetings and hearings to the use of such tools as advisory
committees, newsletters, public participation tailored to spe-
cific projects, toll-free phone numbers, and the internet. Many
DOTs have internet home pages and provide the public the
ability to communicate directly with agency officials through
this medium. Several states are publishing their public partici-
pation process through brochures or in documents such as
state transportation plans. Undoubtedly, this heightened focus
on public involvement is at least partially related to the re-
quirements of ISTEA.

Many of the transportation agencies have developed ap-
proaches to involving state and federal resource agencies early

in the process and on a continuing basis. This includes part-
nering and developing formal agreements about how they will
work together. At least one state has delegated approval
authority for cultural resource surveys to the DOT. Regularly
scheduled meetings with resource agencies, streamlined re-
view processes, and documentation of decisions for later refer-
ence are being used in some cases.

Emphasis is being placed on moving activities, such as
environmental documentation and analysis and project scop-
ing, earlier in the process to minimize surprises and major
changes late in the TDP. This includes tiering of the environ-
mental work in some cases. The integration of processes such
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as Section 404 permitting and NEPA approvals is a focus. The
use of the MIS as an analysis tool is becoming important in
some areas.

Several states are placing a major focus on project man-
agement and are restructuring the relationship of project de-
velopment activities, such as using project management teams
and performing planning, environmental, and engineering
work in parallel rather than serially. Major objectives are to
shorten project development time and to control scope and
budget.

Changes in Federal Laws or Regulations
Essential to Streamline TDP—Q1d

There were many suggestions for changes in federal laws
or regulations. In general, they focused on simplifying and
streamlining the TDP, reducing federal control, increasing
flexibility, and eliminating duplication and single-purpose
program influence on transportation programs. Concern was
expressed that there are t0o0 many requirements within the
transportation program itself. Examples include:

¢ Overlap of MIS, NEPA, and CMS,

¢ Number of program funding categories created by
ISTEA,
Lack of flexible programming and financial procedures,
Complexity of FTA regulations,
Requirements for management systems (now optional),
Number of planning requirements, and
Total number of mandates.

These examples suggest that states are looking for more
flexibility in the use of federal transportation funds and in the
TDP necessary to obligate the funds.

In the environmental area, there is great concern about pro-
grams and how the responsible agencies administer them.
Recommended changes in laws and regulations include:

Streamline air quality conformity process,
Require agencies to make timely reviews,
Eliminate EPA power over 404/NEPA processes,
Eliminate redundant environmental regulations and inte-
grate under NEPA,

¢ Provide consistent regulations for all federal agencies for
same process, e.g., NEPA,

¢ Recodify conflicting laws, such as Section 4(f), Section
106 of NHPA and NEPA requirements of Clean Water Act,
and

¢ Centralize federal responsibility for ruling on alternative
selection, permitting, and mediation.

The states are not proposing to eliminate environmental con-
siderations from transportation decisions, but they are
looking for ways to reduce the bureaucracy, time, and cost as-
sociated with incorporating environmental considerations in
the TDP.

Other Important Actions Necessary

to Streamline TDP—Q1e

The states and MPOs were asked what actions, other than
changes in federal laws and regulations, would streamline the
TDP. The responses centered on education of federal agencies,
federal assistance in resolving issues, cooperation among fed-
eral agencies, speedy responses from federal agencies, early
and continuing involvement by federal agencies in the TDP,
consistency in application of laws and regulations, and more
flexibility for states. There is considerable interest in federal
agencies and various offices within US DOT working together
to develop consistent and efficient administration of federal
programs and requirements. Regulatory and environmental
agencies received much of the attention.

Competing or Conflicting Elements
of the TDP—Q1f

Several respondents cited conflicts between NEPA and
other requirements, including MIS, congestion management
systems (CMS), environmental justice, Section 404 of the
CWA, NHPA, financial constraints and logical termini. The
number of single-purpose agencies with competing missions,
leading to different points of view and different approaches to
the same requirements and issues, is seen by several states as
having a significant effect on the TDP. Several service related
subjects continue to be a source of conflict in the TDP. These
include: transit vs. highways; limitations on single-occupant
vehicles vs. increased travel demand; and funding vs. need.
Some states see FHWA and FTA approaches to requirements
as conflicting. The different points of view of planners, envi-
ronmentalists, and engineers are also seen as sources of con-
flict in the TDP.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND
PROGRAMMING PROCESSES-—Q2

Statewide Planning and Programming
Process—Q2a

All state agencies responding indicated that there is an es-
tablished transportation planning and programming process,
and in all cases except one, that process is documented. The
state lacking documentation commented that it does follow the
federal requirements for statewide planning and programming.

Integration of Statewide and MPO
Planning and Programming
Requirements—Q2b1

Twenty-eight of the 30 respondents, including all three
MPOs, stated that their agency has a good process for integrat-
ing state and MPO planning and programming requirements,
although the processes vary greatly. State DOT representation



on MPO policy and technical committees is common. The de-
velopment of RTPs and TIPs based on state policy guidance is
used in some states. In some cases the guidance comes in the
form of funding allocations to the MPO. Incorporating RTPs
and TIPs directly into the state LRP and STIP by reference,
summary, or copy is practiced in a number of states. There is a
lot of emphasis on establishing and maintaining close working
relationships. Several states provide technical assistance to the
MPOs. The range of MPO planning and programming activity
varies widely. In one state, all MPO planning is conducted in
the state DOT office that does statewide planning, whereas,
another state initiates all state transportation projects at the lo-
cal and regional levels.

Institutional Mechanisms for Assisting in
Integrating State and MPO Planning and
Programming Requirements—Q2b2

Several institutional mechanisms help integrate state and
MPO planning. Process guidelines adopted by state transpor-
tation boards or commissions are used in a number of states.
Standardized state-developed data bases help assure uniform-
ity of planning and programming documents. Some states
have established centralized units to coordinate statewide and
MPO planning and programming, and state-mandated regular
coordination meetings are held in others. Memoranda of un-
derstanding are employed in some cases to assure clear de-
lineation of responsibilities and processes.

impact of Financial Constraints Requirements
on Planning and Programming—Q2b3

About two-thirds of the respondents indicated that the re-
quirements of ISTEA for financially constrained LRPs and
TIPs are causing problems. Although not requested, states
provided the following comments on the financial constraints:

o It is difficult to demonstrate that the STIP is revenue
constrained.

e There is local resistance to financial constraint, espe-
cially on the LRP.

o Overprogramming is necessary to cover projects that do
not go through.

o It forces priority setting.

» A lot of projects had to be canceled from the STIP.

¢ This is the most important part of ISTEA (This state fa-
vOrs constraints). ‘

o Twenty-year constraint is not practical, helpful, or realistic.

¢ Significant problem.

ADVANCEMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES—Q3

A large majority of the respondents indicated that their
agencies believed it important to advance elements of the TDP
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to earlier points in the process; many agencies have advanced
or attempted to advance elements. Much of the focus for ad-
vancement is on environmental considerations, including
NEPA and activities requiring permits or other agency ap-
provals, such as wetlands and historic preservation. The ob-
jectives are to identify critical environmental impacts, identify
acceptable ways to avoid or mitigate the impacts, seek early
resource agency involvement in the transportation decision-
making process and streamline the permitting and approval
processes. Some states are finding resource agencies reluctant
to make commitments or to even meet early in the TDP. States
and MPOs are performing more environmental mapping work,
such as wetlands and habitat plans, early in the process.

Several other TDP activities are also being advanced. Early
preservation of right-of-way for new corridors is being prac-
ticed to control development and minimize costs. Preliminary
engineering is being moved to the planning stage in some
states to get a better handle on project scopes and cost esti-
mates for the system planning and programming processes.
Public participation is being advanced to determine the viabil-
ity of alternatives and project concepts. Value engineering is
being performed early to find ways to reduce project costs.
Some states are advancing TDP process activities because
federal statutes and regulations require it.

INTEGRATION OF ELEMENTS OF THE TDP—Q4

Twenty-eight of the 30 DOTs and MPOs responding have
or are trying to integrate elements of the TDP. Fiscal con-
straints are commonly integrated into the planning and pro-
gramming processes. Many states are attempting to integrate
NEPA and Section 404 permitting. There is also considerable
focus on integrating NEPA and MIS and on incorporating air
quality requirements, MIS, and NEPA into the planning proc-
ess. Some agencies are approaching integration on the basis of
the entire TDP.

In the majority of cases, the integrated processes are docu-~
mented. There are two schools of thought on the use of formal
agreements as a mechanism for facilitating integration. One is
that written agreements clarify the terms of how the integra-
tion is accomplished. The other is that agreements breed too
much formality and not an atmosphere of trust and working
together. One state uses “Best Planning Practices” developed
in cooperation with review agencies to foster integration of
processes. Twenty-one of the responding agencies have some
form of written agreements for process integration.

The respondents definitely tied success in integrating proc-
esses to early and continuing involvement of stakeholders, in-
cluding the environmental resource agencies; commitment by
all involved to make the process work; good communications;
understanding the other agency’s point of view; trust; and the
willingness to compromise. Problems have occurred when one
or more of these ingredients has been missing. Regularly
scheduled meetings is a tool often used to enhance communi-
cations and contribute to process integration success. Several
states expressed concern that some resource agencies are un-
willing to participate on a continuing or timely basis and are
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unwilling to demonstrate flexibility. Twenty-four of the responses
indicated at least some success in integrating processes.

Regarding the question about the federal responsibility for
process integration, responses varied from the position that
integration is just more regulation to stating that the federal
government should be responsible for integrating all of the
processes it creates. There is much support for a stronger fed-
eral role in integrating NEPA and MIS requirements as well as
NEPA and the various resource requirements, such as Section
404 permits and 4(f) requirements.

COORDINATION WITH OTHER AGENCIES
AND SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS
DURING THE TDP PROCESS—Q5

Coordination with public agencies and interest groups is an
important factor in the TDP. Twenty-eight of the responding
agencies reported that they consider their agencies to be suc-
cessful in coordinating with affected governmental agencies
and interest groups. Factors cited as essential to coordination
success are the following:

Early and continuing coordination,
Written agreements,
Trust and fair dealing,
Technical credibility,
Broad interests representation on technical and policy
committees,
¢ Objective, reasonable, and flexible viewpoints by par-
ticipants,
¢ Good listening,
e Education of stakeholders on funding, needs, process,
constraints, and assumptions,
+ DOT initiative to get involvement,
o Timely responses,
e Open communications and process,
Public forums, hearings, and newsletters,
Understandable and understood process,
Desire for consensus and making the process work,
Involvement by decisionmakers,
Federal agency staff availability,
Focus groups for input and feedback,
Early identification of controversial issues,
Partnering, and
Recognizing agencies’ authority.

Early and continuing coordination and open communications
throughout the process were the most mentioned essential
elements for successful TDP coordination. The following
agencies were named by respondents as having good coordi-
nation programs for their TDP:

¢ COE coordination process for navigation projects,

¢ Montana Counties and MPO,

e South Carolina Development Boards and U. S. Forest
Service,

¢ Oklahoma MPOs,

e Washington State DOT,

e Caltrans and California Transit Development Boards,
and

¢ Benton-Franklin Regional Council in Washington State.

Twenty-eight respondents also indicated that within the last
5 years they have attempted to involve other governmental
agencies and interest groups earlier in the TDP. Again, a
number of reasons were cited, with the most frequent being
early identification and timely resolution of alternatives and
issues, particularly for permitting purposes. Gaining process
and project support together with better products was also
mentioned often. Less than one-half of the agencies believe the
early involvement has been successful in meeting their objec-
tives. To a large extent this is the result of agencies, particu-
larly the resource and permitting agencies, not being willing or
able to participate early in the process. Often these agencies do
not want to be involved or make decisions until detailed de-
sign information is available. Insufficient agency staffing
and/or budgets is also a major problem. EPA, USFWS, and
COE were the agencies most frequently identified as not al-
ways participating early in the process.

About one-half of the respondents stated that they have had
problems with agencies or interest groups making commit-
ments during the TDP and changing their commitments later
in the process. Again, the resource agencies are most fre-
quently cited. Reasons given for changing commitments are
new information later in the process, changing regulations,
changing staff, personal agendas and attitudes, funding issues,
commitments reversed at higher agency levels, and political
pressure.

Twenty-five of the respondents believe that there is a need
to educate resource agencies and interest groups about the
TDP. About half of the respondents believe that there is insuf-
ficient coordination within US DOT: program coordination
between FHWA and FTA was the most frequently cited agency
coordination needed. The need for coordination of MIS and NEPA
requirements was also mentioned by several respondents.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS
IN THE TDP —Q6

Agencies were asked a number of questions about their
practices and experiences with NEPA and other environmental
requirements associated with the TDP. Agencies use several
criteria in selecting the type of environmental document
(categorical exclusion, environmental assessment, or environ-
mental impact statement). Almost all use the expected signifi-
cance of impacts as a criterion. Expected public controversy,
project complexity, federal regulations and FHWA advice were
also frequently cited criteria. The amount of change from exist-
ing conditions, project location, potential for litigation, ability
to mitigate impacts, amount of right-of-way required. and en-
vironmental agency scoping are also criteria used by various
agencies. Twenty of the respondents indicated that all affected
agencies accept their criteria, while four respondents stated
that their criteria were not always accepted.



NEPA activities most frequently performed during the
planning phase of the TDP are environmental data collection
and issue identification, early coordination, air quality con-
formity analysis, and scoping. Some agencies indicate that
they do no NEPA work during the planning phase, while oth-
ers state that they perform all NEPA type activities during this
phase. Alternative and fatal flaw analysis and GIS data map-
ping are also performed during the planning phase by some
agencies.

Tiered EISs are not commonly used. Eleven respondents
have tried it on a limited basis and only four have had any
success with this process. The most commonly mentioned
problems identified with the tiered EIS approach are redun-
dancy with the final NEPA document, unwillingness of agen-
cies, particularly environmental, to work with high-level data
and not having projects that meet the criteria for using the
tiered approach. Several states, however, believe that the con-
cept is good.

Twenty-one respondents report success with incorporating
other environmental requirements into the NEPA process. In a
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few cases, the respondents reported full incorporation, but in
most cases success was with specific requirements. Historic
preservation, Section 4(f), Section 106, and Section 404 re-
quirements have been commonly incorporated into the NEPA
process. MIS, consultation on endangered species, coastal
zone management, farmland and floodplain protection, haz-
ardous waste, Forest Service requirements and land banking
for biological habitat mitigation are other environmental re-
quirements that have been successfully incorporated into the
NEPA process by some respondents.

TOOLS AND TECHNIQUES—Q7

Table 2 lists tools, techniques, and expert systems that re-
spondents use to streamline the transportation development
process. The list is arrayed by agency and the TDP activity to
which the instrument applies. The agencies were also asked to
identify research that they believe is necessary to help stream-
line the TDP. These responses are shown in Figure 5.

TABLE 2
TOOLS, TECHNIQUES AND EXPERT SYSTEMS FOR STREAMLINING THE TDP
H Agency TDP Activity Tool or Technique Expert System
i Alaska DOT & Public Fac. STIP: Needs Defined i Unified statewide needs list with
project prioritization via scoring
process
i Caltrans Environmental MOU for integrating NEPA and 404
{ TDP Work breakdown structure for TDP
tracking and accounting of labor costs
TDP Performance measures
! Connecticut DOT Rare and endangered i Mapping and coordinated review
; species review
i Denver Regional TIP Coordination with STIP Process
i Council of Governments MIS Coordination committee for multiple
studies
{ Florida DOT Public involvement Workshops and public hearings
i Wetland studies Wetland evaluation report, consultation
document and Wet II analysis
Water quality Water quality impact evaluation report
and consultation document
Endangered species Endangered species biological report
and informal consultation
Cultural resources Cultural resources report and
consultation document with SHPO
TDP Commitment tracking process
Tllinois DOT Programming Traffic demand model
Traffic projections HPMS
Land use planning Integration of Chicago Area
Transportation Study & Northeastern
Illinois Planning Comm.
Growth projections DRAM-EMPAL. model
Large project dev. Corridor planing councils and task
committees
MIS Committees
Coordination NEPA/404 merger
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TABLE 2 (Continued)

Agency TDP Activity Tool or Technique Expert System
Nlinois DOT Air conformity Air model (Mobil 5A)
Noise analysis Noise model
Natural resources Wetland delineation, floristic indexes,
Impact analysis and Point-Center-Quarter (vegetation
count)
Economic analysis RIMS II model
Consultant selection “Expert Choice”
and programming
Indiana DOT Programming Project selection groups tailored to

Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet

Louisiana DOT &
Development

Maryland DOT

Minnesota DOT

Nebraska Dept. of Roads

New Hampshire DOT

New York DOT

North Carolina DOT

Communication
Project management

Baseline information

Project alternatives
analysis

Traffic modeling

Scoping
Highway and Transit

Program Develop.
Programming

Environmental

TDP
NEPA/404

Environmental
documentation

SHPO approval

Categorical exclusion

Documentation

Project tracking
Pubic involvement

Programming

Project review
Project review

NEPA and 404

NEPA and 404

Environmental

Programming
Programming
Scoping
Environmental

Alternatives Develop.

Environmental

Education of local
governments

E-mail with federal and state agencies

Computerized project status report
system

GIS Data Base

CADD (In Roads)

MUTD

Solicitation of views process with
other agencies
Department and MPO staff coordination
for integrating TIPs and STIP
Legislature hearings for public input
for next year's highway program
Environmental checklist

Monthly interagency meetings and field
reviews

Programmatic categorical exclusion

Programmatic agreement

Programmatic CE for particular list of
types

Project managers handbooks

ARTEMIS software

Systematic development of informed
consent

GIS mapping

Regularly scheduled meetings with
resource agencies

Interest groups and public advisory task
force meetings

Scoping and rationale reports as
interim documents to memorialize
decisions

“Highway Methodology"~COE's
Guidance for integrating NEPA and
404

GIS Mapping—facilitates preparation
for constraint mapping

Goal oriented program
Management information system
Scoping process

Interagency meetings
Programmatic CE process
Annual MPO meetings
Biannual training classes

project type

Public involvement program

GIS analysis of road conditions for
setting priorities

CAPER—Computer Aided Protocol
for Environmental Reports
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San Diego Association of
Governments

South Carolina DOT

Vermont Agency of
Transport

Communication

Planning

Plan and investment
alternatives

Communication and

coordination
Forecasting

Project initiation

Scoping
Environmental

Project development

Project development

Long range plan

Transportation
planning initiative

Scoping

Design

Agency newsletter

Internet Access with local agencies and
state DOT for data exchange and
project obligation monitoring

Travel demand and modal models
integrated with land use models

Extensive standing and ad hoc
committee structure

Developed regional population growth
and travel forecast used by all
agencies

Letter of intent to request input from
agencies and interest groups

Scoping meetings with resource agencies

Partnering meeting with resource
agencies for working together

Interagency meetings at appropriate
stages to discuss mitigation and
permitting

Open house public hearings to develop
one on one relationships with public
and stockholders

Statewide planning tool to guide
direction

Umbrella that bottom-up initiative falls
under. includes regional planning
commissions as partners

Flow chart and manual for public and
resource agencies to see how they fit

Engineering flow chart to help public
and resource agencies understand
process

TABLE 2 (Continued)
Agency TDP Activity Tool or Technique Expert System
North Carolina DOT Public involvement Thoroughfare plan hearings—system
planning
15 annual meetings across state—STIP
Public meetings for each phase of EIS—
project planning
North Dakota DOT Scoping Project concept report for written
coordination during preliminary
project planning
Project development  Partnering meetings with concemned
agencies and interest groups during
preconstruction
TDP Citizen advisory teams
Oklahoma DOT Early project Merging environmental and design
planning considerations
Oregon DOT Scoping On-site scoping with internal staff and
H resource and regulatory agencies
personnel
Data collection Publications from agencies for early
identification of resources
Project design Statewide electronic sharing of design
files
Project management : Cradle to grave project management
with project development teams
Puget Sound Regional Data mapping GIS system
Council
CAAA conformity Subregional air quality model

Least cost planning model
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TABLE 2 (Continued)
Agency TDP Activity Tool or Technique Expert System
Vermont Agency of Project management Preconstruction project management
Transport system :
Design Traffic management information system
i database i
i Washington DOT STIP Foxpro software
TIPs Format and process for TIP development
TIPs and STIP Streamlined process for govemnor’s
amendments office and FHWA/FTA approvals

Scoping/prioritization i AASHTO benefit/cost methodology
Mobility estimate by Univ. of

Washington
Environmental NEPA. SEPA, 404 merger agreement
review and design Monthly meetings with COE

Annual prospectus review meetings
with agencies

*

*® & & @ *

Identify lower cost methods of ITS technology applications to monitor system performance
and assess effectiveness of investments

Determine effectiveness and benefits of tiered environmental process with subsequent
acceptance by federal agencies

Benefit/cost research on environmental degradation, such as the value of loss of wetlands
Identification and sharing best practices

Simple illustration of the complexity of TDP process

Legislation needs to create a centralized review agency with power of approval of project
analysis, alternative selection and mitigation requirements

Investigation of method to convert NEPA process from project planning process to tiered
systems/project planning process

Nitrogen oxide (NOx) modeling

How to warehouse and retrieve data that is at an engineering ievel of accuracy so it can be
used in the future

* Methods for identifying and measuring secondary/cumulative impacts
+ Methods to reduce redundant and/or conflicting policies or procedures of federal agencies,

including different funding cycles and requirements and duplicative reporting requirements,
especially those in USDOT

Better wetland evaluation techniques

Better social impact analysis techniques

Better wildlife mortality reduction tools

Methods used by DOTs to determine when to initiate an EA or an EIS
Document successes, monitoring existing efforts and critiquing end products
Methods for keeping a topic on the front burner

Methods to eliminate regulations

Methods to eliminate conflicts

Methods to define leadership roles

Methods to document process costs

Methods to define accountability

FIGURE 5 Research proposed by respondents to streamline TDP.
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CASE STUDIES OF THE TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

This chapter provides specific examples of how several
states are handling some of the more difficult facets of the
TDP. Each state must use processes that fit its particular cir-
cumstances, but many of the ideas presented can be adapted
elsewhere.

OKLAHOMA DOT

Early Project Planning: Merging
Environmental and Design
Concerns

Oklahoma DOT uses a 31-step project scoping and devel-
opment process that takes a project from initiation through
post construction design and maintenance evaluation. These
steps are incorporated into five phases of the development
process. Figure 6 shows the process schematically. The dia-
gram reads from the top to bottom and from left t right. Re-
sponsible parties for the various phases of development are
also shown (I8).

Following adoption of the S-year construction program
(step 5), the Environmental Coordinator identifies those proj-
ects requiring environmental clearance, initiates an environ-
mental resources review by a team of specialists, and arranges
for a field inspection by a team that includes design, survey,
field, and planning personnel. The inspection teams may be in
the field several days, reviewing many projects. They evaluate
each project for design/construction alternatives and require-
ments, logical termini, and hydraulics. right-of-way, utilities,

and environmental concerns. They recommend whether a proj-
ect should have formal scoping. The Environmental Coordina-
tor prepares a summary of the field inspection findings and
circulates it to team members and management. This process
has worked well in integrating and/or solving some environ-
mental concerns very early in project development.

A project will require formal predesign scoping if there are
significant environmental or design issues to be considered.
The scoping teamn, which is led by the Environmental Coordi-
nator, also includes technical specialists who can effectively
represent their functional areas, and an FHWA representative.
The team receives input from the public and outside interested
parties regarding project issues and alternatives. It clarifies the
need for the project; establishes logical project termini; devel-
ops consensus on the preferred alternative, including major
design features; and addresses major environmental issues.
An Environmental Analysis Check List is used to minimize
overlooking environmental issues. The team determines if the
project scope and cost are compatible with the 5-year program
or require recycling to the Commission. If permits such as
Section 404 are required for the project, the permitting agen-
cies are brought into the project during the scoping stage so
that their concerns and alternatives can be addressed early,
smoothing the way for later approval. Draft environmental
documents are prepared and attendant public hearing proc-
esses are conducted during scoping evaluation. The final pre-
design scoping report is issued after FHWA approval of the
environmental document. The final report includes identifica-
tion of mitigation measures to be included in the project. The
predesign scoping process for US 59 major reconstruction

Cost estimates
Preliminary report
Value engineering
Environmental
process
Environmental
clearance
Predesign report

PHASE PROGRAMMING PREDESIGN DESIGN CONTRACTING CONSTRUCTION
Responsible i Programming Environmental Project Office Resident
Party Division Coordinator Engineer Engineer Engineer
Project initiation Tracking initiation Final survey PS&E approval Construct project
Preliminary Data collection Preliminary design Advertise/award Post-construction
consideration design evaluation
Priority analysis Solicit comments Value engineering Final maintenance
Fund analysis Organize scoping Plan in hand review {maintenance
Commission approval | On-site inspection Plan review engineer)
! Select alignments Final R/W plans

R/W acquisition an
utility relocation
Plan submission

FIGURE 6 Steps for Oklahoma DOT’s project scoping and development system.
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through Stilwell, Oklahoma took about 3-1/2 years to com-
plete, considered a typical duration for this type of project
(19).

The predesign scoping process works well. It has resulted
in an appreciation of environmental issues by designers, re-
solved issues early in project development and established a
project scope that results in few changes during design.

Oklahoma DOT has a memorandum of agreement with
FHWA for the conditions for and processing of Categorical
Exclusions that has greatly streamlined environmental proc-
essing and eliminated unneeded environmental assessments
20).

WASHINGTON STATE DOT
State Transportation Planning Process

Washington State DOT (WSDOT) has a well-defined and
documented and highly integrated state transportation plan-
ning process that fully supports the guidance provided through
ISTEA and other state and federal legislation, such as the
Clean Air Act. In general, the process includes:

¢ State Transportation Policy Plan, Statewide Multimodal
Transportation Plan, Regional Transportation Plans, Local
Comprehensive Plans (including transportation element) and
special transportation district plans

o State Transportation Improvement Program and Metro-
politan Area Transportation Improvement Programs

e Project selection for metropolitan areas over 200,000
population by Transportation Management Areas in consulta-
tion with WSDOT and joint federal project selection in
smaller urbanized areas and rural areas by MPOs, Regional
Planning Organizations, County Lead Agencies and WSDOT

¢ Consistent statewide project selection criteria developed
by state advisory committees

e Fiscally constrained T1Ps, with identified project funding
from existing sources and the ability to advance projects that
fail to meet program schedules.

In addition to federal legislation, Washington State Legis-
lation calls for WSDOT to prepare a Statewide Multimodal
Transportation Plan for the Transportation Commission and
requires cities and counties to prepare integrated comprehen-
sive plans composed of six elements, including a 20-year
transportation element. State legislation also requires coordi-
nation of plans.

Policy direction for transportation planning at all levels of
Washington government comes in the form of a Transportation
Policy Plan which is updated annually. A steering committee,
staffed by WSDOT and representing the transportation com-
munity, identifies policy issues. Through the use of subcom-
mittees and public participation, the steering committee stud-
ies the issues and makes policy recommendations to the
Commission. The Commission considers the Steering Com-
mittee recommendations and public comments and adopts
policies. These adopted policies are then submitted to the State

Legislature for consideration and adoption in forms such as
new laws, enhanced institutional coordination and new fund-
ing. The Policy Plan direction is well accepted at the regional
and local government levels because they participate in its de-
velopment through the Steering Committee (21).

The Statewide Multimodal Transportation Plan is a 20-year
plan, updated biennially, which meets ISTEA requirements for
long-range planning. It comprises a state-owned component
(state highways, ferries, and state airports) and a state interest
component (public transportation, passenger rail, freight rail,
marine ports and navigation, nonmotorized, and aviation). The
plan is based on service objectives adopted by the Commis-
sion. Solutions to identified deficiencies are developed through
consultative process between WSDOT and the MPOs and
other regional planning organizations. Service objectives and
solutions are prioritized by the Commission to establish the
20-year plan, a 6-year plan, and a 2-year budget, all fiscally
constrained. State interest components are developed through
the use of advisory committees with public input. The plan is
adopted by the Commission and the Legislature approves
WSDOT’s 2-year budget based on the plan. There is a
formal, Commission-approved public participation pro-
gram for development of the Statewide Multimodal Transpor-
tation Plan (22).

WSDOT has developed a detailed description of how it
meets the statewide planning requirements, including the 23
factors, provided in ISTEA and 23 CFR 450. FHWA and FTA
strongly endorse WSDOT’s approach to the statewide plan-
ning requirements.

NEW YORK STATE DOT

Application Of Federally Recommended
Management Systems to the
STIP Process

NYSDOT uses a Goal Oriented Program (GOP) process to
develop its annual 5-year program of transportation projects
(STTP), with the objective that, when implemented, system
conditions will meet or exceed Department goals for pavement
and bridge condition, safety, and congestion level. The goals
include system performance measures. NYSDOT has 11 re-
gional offices that develop their programs in accordance with
the GOP guidance provided by executive management and in
cooperation with the MPOs. The regions use an extensive out-
reach effort to the public, interest groups, and local officials
while developing their updated 5-year programs. The regions
use a variety of technical tools to study alternate strategies to
meet the goals and policies set by executive management.

When a region, in cooperation with the MPOs and other
stakeholders, has developed an updated 5-year program that it
believes is best for its area, it submits a report to NYSDOT
Headquarters for review and approval. The report details the
projects the Region intends to implement in the 5-year period,
describes the rationale used in developing the program, lists
the proposed accomplishments and shows the forecasted sys-
tem conditions at the end of the program period.
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FIGURE 7 Integrating management systems into the NYSDOT goal-oriented programming process.

This programming process works well because the MPOs
and local officials are involved in the process. More follow-up
is needed on issues that arise during review of the programs
and better monitoring of implementation is needed. NYSDOT
believes that elimination of the federal requirement on fiscally
constrained STIPs would help the process by overprogram-
ming to accommodate bid savings and project slippage (23).

The six management systems originally mandated by
ISTEA and an associated traffic monitoring system are being
developed in NYSDOT to support and enhance the decision-
making for the GOP. Although management systems are no
longer a federal mandate, NYSDOT is continuing with their
development and use as a preferred approach to measuring
system performance and prioritizing projects. NYSDOT is
presently using the systems for both staté and federally funded
state highway projects and is investigating their application
for local systems. In addition to assisting executive manage-
ment development of system performance goals, the manage-
ment systems assist the regions in evaluating and forecasting
system performance under alternative investment strategies.
Management systemn technical tools such as pavement, bridge,
and congestion forecasting models are used to evaluate the
impact of alternative construction, operational, and preventive
program strategies on end conditions. The management sys-
tem information is then used by the regions when submitting
their reports justifying their 5-year program. Once the program
is approved, updated management system information based
on the program goes into files as input for the next year’s goal-

setting activity. Figure 7 shows how the management systems
are used in the GOP.

The mission of NYSDOT is to provide adequate, safe, bal-
anced, and efficient transportation at reasonable cost to the
people of the state. The Department sees its business as
achievement of this mission by maintaining and improving the
state’s infrastructure and operation. The management systems
are central to this work and will provide a framework for con-
sistent approach and criteria to establish priorities for address-
ing the state’s surface transportation system needs.

NYSDOT has approached the integration and coordination
of the management systems in three ways:

¢ Administrative coordination is carried out through policy
direction and project managetnent. An executive steering commit-
tee provides general oversight. The overall management system
development has two joint executive directors and a project
coordinator. A system developer, supported by a technical
committee, is assigned to develop each management system.

¢ Functional coordination and integration of management
systems is provided through policy direction from the execu-
tive steering committee and on a day-to-day basis by the proj-
ect coordinator. A working group, comprising the system de-
velopers, a coordination team, FHWA, MPOs, and other
department personnel, advises and assists the project coordi-
nator on system coordination and integration.

o Technical coordination is being accomplished in part
through the development of a geographic information system
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(GIS). Additionally, there is considerable technical system
design being done on the basis of user needs, relationship
among systems, and common data requirements. A team of
computer analysts works full-time in developing and integrat-
ing automation elements of the management system project.

NYSDOT has developed guidelines for management sys-
tem development, which include: preparing a concept plan,
defining management system scope, recognizing existing
processes and technical tools, incorporating essential compo-
nents into the management systems, staging system imple-
mentation and the use of technical committees. The technical
committees are composed of internal staff and FHWA staff,
but more importantly, have representatives from MPOs, prin-
cipal customers such as local governments and interested out-
side parties such as transit providers and FTA. This helps as-
sure consensus on management system development and
implementation.

The Department believes that research on user costs would
be beneficial to the management system effort. User costs are
an excellent measure to assess the rerits of competing proj-
ects within and across program areas (24).

KENTUCKY TRANSPORTATION CABINET

Public Participation in the Development of the
Long-Range Transportation Plan and the STIP

Kentucky develops a Statewide Transportation Plan (STP)
that has a 20-year long-range element and a short-term ele-
ment comprising a 6-year highway program and a 2-year pub-
lic transportation program, which serve as the basis for the
STIP. The STP is updated when changes require, or at least
every 2 years to coincide with the state legislative budget cy-
cle. In response to ISTEA requirements, Kentucky has adopted
an aggressive program for public involvement that starts at the
beginning stages of preparing the STP and carries through to
final adoption of the STP and STIP. The adopted public in-
volvement process is published in the STP and is available to
the public at Kentucky Transportation Cabinet District, Area
Development District and MPO offices (25).

The objective of the STP/STIP public involvement process
is to provide “‘grass-roots” input regarding regional priorities
into the “front-end” of the STP and a statewide public review
and comment for the drafts of the STP and STIP.

Area Development Districts (ADDs) and MPOs form the
backbone for public participation on regional needs and pri-
orities. MPOs conduct their own public involvement pro-
grams. The ADDs are regional planning clearinghouses. There
are 15 ADDs, and each has a full-time transportation planner
funded by the Kentucky Transportation Cabinet.

Each ADD’s general public involvement process includes
the following (26):

¢ Establishment of a Regional Transportation Committee
(RTC) that is representative of the transportation environ-
ment for the area and includes a diverse group of interests

that impact or are impacted by the transportation system. The
portion of the population that is underserved by transportation
must be identified and involved. The Committees comprise lo-
cal elected officials, community leaders, and interested citi-
zens.

¢ Conduct RTC meetings on at least a bi-monthly basis to
conduct business and educate Committee members on the
transportation planning process.

¢ Conduct a public meeting to discuss the state transpor-
tation process and solicit direct input from the public.

¢ Develop procedures for documenting RTC and public
meetings.

¢ Periodically review its public involvement process and
make appropriate changes.

The statewide planning process begins with the MPOs, the
Cabinet’s district offices and ADDs, through their RTCs,
identifying new needs, unscheduled needs from an existing
unfunded needs list, and projects in the current STP for con-
sideration in the next STP. The Cabinet Central Office revises
and reconciles the unfunded needs lists and returns them to the
ADDs and district offices for prioritization together with the
projects in the current STP for consideration in the next STP.
Projects are ranked by the RTCs as high, medium, or low pri-
ority, roughly in thirds based on the planning factors of
ISTEA. The RTC and District rankings provide the regional
priorities, and central office staff ranks projects for statewide
priorities. Projects are placed into the STP based on the high-
est rankings of the three efforts. High, High, High ranked proj-
ects go in first, followed by High, High, Medium, etc., until
the funding mark is achieved. The STP is drafted from the
STP project listing. The highway element of the STIP requires
Kentucky state legislature approval of the 6-year highway
plan.

Once the draft STP is developed, it is subject to a 60-day
comment period that is advertised in statewide newspapers.
Copies of the draft are publicly displayed in each of the ADD,
MPO, and Cabinet district offices. Notices of availability of
the draft STP are sent to all county executives and mayors of
cities over 5,000 population. Copies are also sent to transit
providers, other state agencies and individuals asking to be on
the official Cabinet mailing list. Kentucky Transportation
Cabinet works with the ADDs to identify groups that have
been underserved by existing transportation systems and in-
volve them in the process. Public meetings are held at loca-
tions where the plan is complex or there is a high public inter-
est. Following public comment, the Cabinet aggregates and
responds to the comments and then finalizes the STP with ap-
propriate changes. The process for updating the STIP is simi-
lar to the STP except that the comment period is 45 days (27).

The STP/STIP Public Involvement process in Kentucky is
evolving and improving. The front-end ranking process involv-
ing the ADDs shows tremendous promise. Everyone involved
is enthusiastic about making it succeed in order to add value
to Kentucky's transportation program.

Three issues related to federal actions impact the viability
of the Kentucky STP/STIP process. Nonhighway elements of-
ten depend on local funding matches for federal funds. The
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NHDOT Project Development—Environmental Phases*

Phase I: Data Collection/Coordination
Project Background/Orientation
Agency Coordination/Scoping™
Data Collection
Issues Identification
Conceptual Corridors
Scoping Report/Technical Memoranda

Phase II: Screening of Conceptual Corridors
Qualitative Impact Assessment
Rationale Report™*

Phase Iil: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Refined Alternatives Analysis
Detailed Impact Evaluation
Mitigation
Prepare/Distribute DEIS (FHWA Approval)

Phase IV: Public Hearing
Prepare Hearing Plans
Conduct Public Hearing

Phase V: Final Environmental Impact Statement
Analyze/Respond PH Comments
Identify Selected Alternative
Refine Mitigation
Prepare/Distribute FEIS (FHWA Approval)
Permits/ROD Issued (FHWA Issues ROD)

ACOE Actions Under Highway Methodology
Phase I: Major Alternatives

ACOE Signoff on Purpose and Need

ACOE Signoff on Reasonable Range of Alternatives

Phase II: Alternative Analysis to Identify LEDPA

404 Permit Application to ACOE

Joint DOT/ACOE Public Hearing Notice
Joint DOT/ACOE Public Hearing

ACOE Signoff on LEDPA

ACOE 404 Permit

*These are the phases for an EIS (slightly different for an EA, but reflective of the typical process).

**Throughout project development, coordination with agencies. public involvement and refining of technical memoranda continues. Monthly
meetings are conducted with Federal and State natural resource agencies to discuss projects. In addition to public informational meetings, it is
common for a CATF to be established consisting of RPC, local officials and citizens of the affected communities.

“x#Now attempting to get written concurrence from the agencies on the reasonable range of alternatives decision.

FIGURE 8 New Hampshire DOT’s method for merging NEPA and Section 404 processes.

uncertainty of the match availability makes fiscal restraints
difficult to forecast. Cutbacks in federal transportation pro-
gram funds equate to fewer projects, which increases the com-
petition and urgency to move projects forward within the
STP/STIP. Changing the minimum STIP period from 3 years
to 2 would help in Kentucky’s 2-year budget cycle, according
to state officials.

NEW HAMPSHIRE DOT

Process For Consideration Of Alternatives
and Environmental Documentation

New Hampshire has an objective of efficiently processing
projects to minimize delays and reduce project costs. To help
achieve this objective, NHDOT has developed a structured,
consistent, and unbiased process for consideration of a full
range of transportation project alternatives and documentation
of their environmental impacts. This process is necessary to
establish the Department’s credibility with the resource agen-
cies and the public. A key element of the process is continued
and coordinated discussion with all stakeholders to help as-
sure that the final documentation accurately reflects current

conditions and expected future outcomes. The intent is the best
decision, not the best document. In addition to fulfilling NEPA
requirements, the documentation supports state and federal
permitting actions (28).

NHDOT follows the NEPA requirements for alternatives
analysis and environmental documentation. Projects are de-
veloped through the five-phase approach: 1) data collec-
tion/coordination; 2) screening of conceptual corridors; 3)
draft EIS; 4) public hearing; and 5) final EIS. The left side of
Figure 8 shows the process in more detail.

The TDP also emphasizes the integration of NEPA and the
Section 404 permitting process. A cornerstone for this success
has been regularly scheduled project review sessions with
state and federal resource agencies, including the COE,
USFWS, EPA, and their state counterparts. Historical and
natural resource agencies may also attend. This provides for a
broad spectrum of competing environmental issues to be ad-
dressed in a balanced way.

For merging NEPA/404, NHDOT correlates its NEPA
documentation efforts with the planning and decisionmaking
tool “The Highway Methodology” developed by the New
England Division of the COE. The Highway Methodology
process is nested into the COE’s permitting process and con-
sists of the following major steps (29, 30):
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» COE determines basic project purpose.

* Avoidance, Phase I: First iteration of viewing potential
alternative alignments against a series of constraint map
overlays and a test of practicality. Phase I concludes with the
selection of a limited list of practical alternatives.

* Avoidance, Phase II: Evaluation of COE approved lim-
ited list of practical alternatives.

¢ COE selects least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative (LEDPA).

e Minimization and mitigation of unavoidable impacts
identified.

o Compensation required for losses identified.

¢ Monitoring implementation.

The relationship between these steps and the permitting proc-
ess is shown on the right side of Figure 8.

NHDOT has developed two specialty documents as precur-
sors of the NEPA document to successfully reach the conclu-
sion of Avoidance, Phase L. “Scoping” and “Rationale” reports
(31,32) are used to expand institutional memory and to sup-
port requests for sign-offs from the COE in accordance with
their Highway Methodology. The Scoping Report, which de-
rives its name from NEPA scoping, discusses in detail purpose
and need for the project, the affected environment and concep-
tual alternatives under consideration. The Rationale Report
presents the rationale for eliminating some alternatives from
further consideration and continuing evaluation of other alter-
natives. It is particularly valuable to the COE and other re-
source agencies in deciding on a reasonable range of alterna-
tives as the COE moves toward selection of the LEDPA. The
Scoping and Rationale reports address the problem of having
to reconstruct decisions and information for environmental
documents prepared months or years later. It is intended that
material presented in these reports can and will be incorpo-
rated in the project environmental document.

The process described here allows for more expeditious
reviews of environmental documents by NHDOT and FHWA
staff, as well as by resource agencies and the general public.
However, the environmental documentation effort has been
protracted in comparison to the NEPA process in earlier years.
The Scoping and Rationale reports promote outside involve-
ment and early identification and discussion of issues. This
provides the opportunity to address concerns prior to public
hearing. The process has also led to some criticism of NHDOT
for not fully considering nontraditional transportation solu-
tions. This has led the Department to sponsor a statewide
transportation planning effort to “provide recommendations
for developing a coordinated . . . transportation system that
will facilitate the movement of persons and goods in a safe, cost-
effective, efficient, and environmentally conscious manner.”

Recommendations from the New Hampshire experience
are: one federal agency should have responsibility for Section
404 permitting decisions; process integration or merger efforts
should not be limited to wetlands and water quality issues;
and federal agencies participating in the process must be
committed to full and impartial involvement, respect the rules
and tenets of the process, and officially sign off at important
decision points.

MINNESOTA DOT

ISTEA Implementation Guidance for
Development of a STIP

Mn/DOT has published a document that provides detailed
guidance for the development of the Minnesota STIP. It is in-
tended for use by the transportation partners involved in the
process and provides an overall framework for the TIP/STIP
process. The table of contents for the Guide is shown in Figure
9(33).

ACRONYMS

INTRODUCTION
Purpose
ISTEA Requirements for STIP
Public Participation

FEDERAL PROGRAMS
Federal-Aid Highway Funding (Title 49)
Federal Transit Assistance (Title 23)

TRANSPORTATION INVESTMENT PROCESS
Transportation Investment Goals, Objectives and
Direction
Target Regional Funding for Federal Highway Funds

AREA TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIPS
ATP Boundaries
ATP Membership
Roles of Partners
Solicitation of Projects
ATIP Development

DRAFT STIP DEVELOPMENT—PROJECT SELECTION
State Goals
Regional Priorities
Program Balance
Equity Analysis
Draft STIP Review

STIP MANAGEMENT
Reauthorization
STIP Amendment Process
STIP Analysis and Feedback

SCHEDULE FOR THE STIP

APPENDICES
Mn/DOT Transportation District Offices
Special Programs Information
Mn/DOT Highway Improvement Program (HIP)
(State TH Funds)
ATIP Process Documentation Form
Target Formula for Year 2000
STIP Funding Guidance
Glossary of Federal Finance Terms
Glossary of Program Categories
Structure of Paradox Database for ATIP Submittal

'FIGURE 9 Table of contents from Guidance for the
Development of the Minnesota STIP.




The document provides broad information about federal re-
quirements for the development of the STIP including types of
projects, funding sources, public participation focus, relation-
ship to regional TIPs and federal transportation programs.
However, the guide’s focus is how the STIP development
process is structured in Minnesota, where the transportation
investment process is based on several principles:

o A statement of statewide goals, objectives, and strategies,

« Comprehensive planning with local, regional, and state
involvement,

¢ Planning for all modes of transportation integrated into
one process,

» Multi-county geographic regions as the basis for invest-
ment decisions,

» An emphasis on the preservation and management of
existing systems,

» Flexible regional funding targets,
Prioritized areawide transportation investments,

 Fairness, equity, and accessibility, and

e Use of ISTEA management systems to assist in planning
and priority decisions.

Public involvement is an integral part of the STIP devel-
opment process and has both formal and informal aspects in
Minnesota. The formal aspects take the form of required no-
tices for public comment and public meetings. The public also
has the opportunity to comment on proposed public involve-
ment procedures. Informal public involvement takes place
through the public’s access to individuals on policy and tech-
nical committees. Mn/DOT encourages early and continuous
public participation, going beyond the required process, and
use of the techniques described in “Innovations in Public In-
volvement for Transportation Planning™ a report distributed by
FHWA and FTA in 1994.

With Mn/DOT providing state transportation goals, includ-
ing system investment priorities and funding targets, a key to
the success of the Minnesota STIP process lies with the Area
Transportation Partnerships (ATPs) (34). These multi-county
partnerships, formed along the boundaries of the Mn/DOT
districts, are responsible for bringing together the transporta-
tion investment recommendations of the Regional Develop-
ment Commissiops (RDCs), MPQOs, and Mn/DOT and inte-
grating them into an Area Transportation Improvement
Program (ATIP). They are also responsible for managing the
implementation of the ATIPs. As a minimum, ATP member-
ship is composed of executive directors or policy or technical
committee chairs of the RDCs and MPOs and the Mn/DOT
district engineer. Transit agencies and other organizations may
also be ATP members.

The MPOs, RDCs, and Mn/DOT Districts solicit highway
and transit capital projects and priorities. The MPO candidate
projects and priorities developed through the TIP process are
input to the ATP priority decisionmaking. The final MPO TIP
must reflect the final STIP; counties and cities submit candi-
date projects and priorities to the appropriate partner. MN/DOT’s
Central Office is responsible for steering the process, assign-
ing target funding levels, and submitting candidate projects.
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Only federal-aid highway funds and transit capital assis-
tance are programmed through the ATIP process. Nonfederal-
aid highway funded projects are provided to the ATPs for in-
formation. The ATIPs are fiscally constrained. Draft environ-
mental documents or appropriate MIS requirements must be
completed for major projects prior to inclusion in the ATIPs.
The draft ATIPs are combined into a list of STIP candidates.
The project lists by funding uses are analyzed against state
goals, regional priorities, funding targets, balance between
modes, the various federal categories, and historic funding.
The draft STIP is then generated and circulated back to the
ATPs for review and comment. Requests for additions or
funding changes must be accompanied by offsetting funding
recommendations. Once the final STIP is approved, it enters
the implementation and management phase, with particular
attention to project costs, scopes, and schedules. Each ATP
and Mn/DOT district establishes criteria for project changes
requiring programming reconsideration by the ATP. A process
for amendment of ATIPs and STIP is outlined. Mn/DOT an-
nually evaluates the STIP on how well it achieves statewide
goals and objectives and funding. Recommended actions are
provided to each ATP for consideration in their next year’s
ATIP.

FLORIDA DOT

Integration of the Various Nepa and
Environmental Laws into a
Unified Process

FDOT has developed a Project Development and Environ-
ment Manual that describes the process by which transporta-
tion projects are developed by the Department to meet the re-
quirements of various federal, state, and local laws and
regulations. It provides direction in clarifying the process and
to aid project analysts and managers in understanding the
project development, engineering, public involvement, and
environmental requirements. The manual is the accepted stan-
dard to conduct project development activities in Florida.
Keeping the manual updated is a daily task under the guid-
ance of a Review Committee and Environmental Management
Office. Over 800 copies of the manual have been distributed to
Department staff, consultants, other states, and has been
translated for use in some other countries.

The manual comprises two volumes (I4,35): Part 1 de-
scribes the overall project development process, including
project notification, class of action determination, processes
for various environmental documents, public involvement,
project development, environmental permits, reevaluations,
and corridor preservation; Part 2 is a “how to do it” on 32 specific
topics, such as determining social and economic impacts;
performing air quality analyses; assessing wild and scenic riv-
ers, and coordinating with other agencies.

Each chapter of the manual is laid out in a similar format,
which includes:

e Overview of requirements,
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e Procedures to be followed,

e References to pertinent laws, regulations, and guidelines,
and

e Figures that support the procedures, including examples
of forms and documents.

Each format element is developed in detail so that the user
fully understands the requirements, procedures, and sources
for the subject. A copy of the table of contents for the chapter
on wetlands is shown in Figure 10. One of the figures sup-
plied for nearly all topics is a schematic flow chart of the proc-
ess steps necessary to accomplish the Department’s work for
the Chapter’s topic. A chart of the wetland evaluation process
is shown in Figure 11.

USING 33 CFR 328.3 (b) AND FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM
IDENTIFY WETLANDS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY THE PROJECT

OVERVIEW
FHWA Policy
Process
Definitions
Wetlands
New Construction

PROCEDURE

Wetland Evaluation

Advance Notification

Class of Action Determination

Type 2 Categorical Exclusion

Environmental Assessment and Draft Environmental
Impact Statement

Affected Environmental Section of Draft EIS

Impact/Environmental Consequences Sections of
EA or Draft EIS

FONSI and Final EIS

Integrating NEPA and Section 404 (b) (1) Guidelines

Process

Mitigation

Public Notice of Wetland Involvement

REFERENCES

LIST OF FIGURES

Wetland Evaluation Process

FIGURE 10 Table of contents from Florida DOT’s Project
Development and Enviromental Manual,

The manual’s focus on the environmental aspects of the
project development process provides great assistance to per-
sonnel not accustomed to working with environmental re-
quirements on a daily basis. The manual also provides stan-
dard approaches for handling processes and working with
external agencies. The engineering aspects of the project de-
velopment process are addressed primarily in the context of
preliminary engineering, development of alternatives, and pre-
paring project related studies, such as hydraulic and value
engineering.

IS WETLAND INVOLVED?

PREPARE ADVANCE NOTIFICATION PACKAGE
(PART 1, CHAPTER 2)

PREPARE CLASS OF ACTION DETERMINATION
(PART 1, CHAPTER 3)

| EVALUATE IMPACTS |

[TYPE 2 cE]

REACH RESOLUTION WITH ALL FEDERAL AGENCIES AND
WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICTS CONCERNING MITIGATION

REACH WETLAND FINDING AS REQUIRED
BY EXECUTIVE ORDER 11990

UPDATE MITIGATION COMMITMENTS
IN REEVALUATION
(PART 1, CHAPTER 11)

FIGURE 11 Wetland evaluation process flow chart from
Florida DOT’s Project Development and Environmental
Manual.

ARIZONA DOT
Project Management

ADOT has established a system to manage all state high-
way projects. Stronger project management is seen by the De-
partment as an answer to poor performance in terms of meet-
ing project schedules and budgets and maintaining project
scopes. Often, missing schedules and budgets led to public
criticism for not delivering projects as programmed.

The specific project management approach used by ADOT
was developed through the Department’s quality program. A
multifunctional team was established to

¢ Review the highway development process,
¢ Determine the problems associated with managing the
process,




« Pursue the objectives of delivering a quality project
on schedule within scope and budget,
o Collect information on the reasons for the problems, and
¢ Make recommendations for eliminating the problems.

The team’s recommendations were to be implemented unless
they contained fatal flaws. The team found the underlying
problems to be:

* Rework and unnecessary work,

¢ Scope creep,

« Too much time to get a project developed and ready to
bid, and

¢ Project development process is disconnected from
customers.

Some of the reasons for these problems were determined to
be:

Lack of ownership for the project,

Lack of scope consensus among project stakeholders,
Scoping comes after the project is already in the STIP,
Lack of clear definition of project intent and alternatives,
Lack of timely project reviews, and

Poor project communication.

The Department accepted and implemented the recommen-
dations of the team for a strong project management system.
Some of the key features are described below.

¢ All projects are managed.

¢ Project management is a life-cycle process, beginning
with concept development and continuing through design,
construction, and one year into maintenance (for feedback
purposes).

» A project manager (PM) is assigned to every project to
provide the focal point for project accountability and respon-
sibility. The PM leads the project development process, as-
sures good project communication, facilitates problem resolu-
tion and achieving project objectives.

o Projects are developed with a team focus. The project
team operates on a matrix basis. Team members report to their
technical managers for technical matters and to the PM for
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project related activities. Team project problem solving is re-
quired. Neither the PM nor project team is involved with
technical issues unless the issues affect the project in a broader
sense.

o The project manager has a limited authority to change
scope, schedule, and budget. If the team cannot meet these
limits, the issue is submitted to a senior management team for
decision.

¢ Projects must be scoped, including determining budget
and schedule requirements, before they are included in the 5-
Year Construction Program and STIP.

e A project management organizational unit has been es-
tablished to supply project managers and maintain the project de-
velopment process. Project managers may come from other parts
of the organization, particularly when a project has a predomi-
nate technical aspect, such as a bridge or landscaping project.

¢ Project managers need skills and knowledge in areas
such as communication, team building, problem solving, and
the project development process. Human skills are more im-
portant for good PMs than technical skills. As a result, only
senior PMs, who are responsible for the most complex projects
are required to be registered engineers.

ADOT has developed a Project Development Process
Manual and a Project Managers’ Handbook to assist PMs and
project teams with the project development process. Project
management training has been developed and provided to 350
ADOT and consultant personnel. The week-long training fo-
cuses on skills in communication, negotiation, and working
with difficult personalities. It also introduces the project de-
velopment process and roles within the process. An actual
project development simulation exercise is performed by at-
tendees and includes use of the department’s on-line Primav-
era project scheduling and tracking system. Eighty-three per-
cent of the attendees indicate that this is the best training that
they ever had at ADOT.

The department has found that its project management ap-
proach has improved meeting scope and budget management
objectives considerably and has somewhat improved meeting
schedule goals. Most areas within the department accept the
project management program as the best way to conduct the
project development process. A few areas see it as an in-
fringement on their authority.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter presents the key findings of this study and
identifies areas of research that may lead to improving and
streamlining the transportation development process. These
findings are based on the survey responses and on information
gathered in the case studies, which show that transportation
organizations are using innovative approaches to make the
TDP work. Effective communication, information sharing, and
the desire to work together underly the successes reported by
survey respondents.

o There is improved coordination and strengthening of state
and regional planning, programming, and public participa-
tion processes.

Based on survey responses, states appear to be taking the
broader role of establishing statewide transportation direction
and looking to their regional offices, MPOs, and other regional
organizations to develop the specifics in concert with the pub-
lic to implement the statewide direction. There is considerable
communication between the state and regions through com-
mittees and meetings.

o Project development activities are being advanced fo the
planning phase, but not always successfully.

Transportation agencies are attempting to move aspects of
project development forward—including public participation,
stakeholder involvement and data collection—to identify rea-
sonable alternatives, environmental constraints, project scope,
schedule, and budget during the planning phase. The objec-
tives are to reach early project consensus and streamline the
development process. A significant problem being encoun-
tered in this effort is the unwillingness of some agencies, par-
ticularly resource agencies, (0 make commitments based on
planning level data. One example of the problem is the tiered
environmental impact statement. Most agencies that have used
it have not found it useful because they have to redo the work
later in the project.

Research could be performed to determine if it is feasible to
identify what information is required, including the level of
detail, to make good project decisions regarding alternatives,
environmental constraints, scope, schedule, and budget.

Research could also be performed to summarize all federal
laws and regulations in the form of checklists and/or flow-
charts for the TDP so project sponsers could determine if they
have met all of the requirements under federal law. FHWA has
done some work in this regard with its environmental guide-
book for NHI Course No. 14205 (1).

o Methods, tools, and techniques for working with the TDP
need to be shared.

The research for this project has brought attention to many
successful methods, tools, and techniques used by transporta-
tion agencies to successfully implement aspects of the TDP for
their jurisdiction. Access to this type of information needs to
be widely and conveniently available to personnel in all transpor-
tation agencies for use in improving their TDP. Typically. this kind
of information transfer is accomplished through national meet-
ings and conferences of various organizations. It may also be
available through information systems such as TRIS and the
FHWA Bulletin Board. The problem is that a select few
get to attend national activities, and knowledge of infor-
mation systems is probably limited. With computers now at
most desks and the availability of tools such as e-mail and the
internet, good communication and access to information are
possible.

Research to develop an information system and training
would help users at all levels in transportation agencies access
information and personnel regarding good TDP practices.
Similar research could ensure electronic linkages among fed-
eral and state agencies’ home pages through the internet, so
that information on TDP requirements, process approaches,
and experiences can be readily accessible to the transportation
community. The research could involve representatives of po-
tential users, information specialists, US DOT, resource
agencies, and AASHTO.

o The TDP is very complex and states are having problems
meeling its requirements.

A multitude of federal transportation laws and regulations
govern the TDP. ISTEA added several new federal transporta-
tion programs, each with its own set of regulations, and placed
new emphasis on many aspects of the TDP, such as public
participation, regional and statewide planning and program-
ming, coordination of programs, transportation system man-
agement and flexibility. Additionally, states have their own
transportation and environmental laws, which add to the
complexity.

Transportation improvements affect many other public in-
terest programs, particularly in the social, environmental, and
economic areas. As a result, transportation decisions are
also subject to the laws and regulations that govern these pro-
grams. Many are single purpose in nature, such as air quality,
water quality, and historic preservation. Some agencies view
FHWA and FTA as single-purpose entities within US DOT.

All states and MPOs responding to the questionnaire ex-
pressed some problems with existing federal laws and regulations.



The “AASHTO Survey on Mandates Impacting on Federal
Surface Transportation Programs” (4) and the reports and rec-
ommendations of the AASHTO Reauthorization Steering
Committee also support this conclusion.

This suggests that more research of Titles 23 and 49 of
United States Code and associated regulations could be under-
taken to identify those that can be eliminated or consolidated
based on the premise that only laws and regulations essential
to the national interest would be retained, and conflicting or
redundant requirements would be eliminated. Fewer laws and
regulations can lead to more flexible approaches to local
conditions. Some agencies suggest that Title 23 and Title 49
TDP requirements could be consolidated under one title. The
multi-agency regulatory streamlining effort underway as part
of the amendments to the transportation conformity rule is an
example of federal streamlining efforts that will assist in the
TDP. Research could involve federal, state, and local govern-
ment representatives as well as representation from advocacy
groups.

o The many environmental and related programs that impact
the transportation decisionmaking process result in redun-
dancy and inefficiency.

Transportation organizations experience the TDP require-
ments of single-purpose programs as additive, and therefore
find it necessary to deal with many single-purpose agencies
under each agency’s program requirements. Outside of US
DOT requirements, federal land and environmental and hu-
man resource agencies have significant impacts on the TDP.
Many of the requirements of these programs are similar and
are seen as redundant or overlapping from the transportation
perspective. On the other hand, these single-purpose agencies
see transportation as a single-purpose program, and making
special TDP laws and regulations to satisfy the transportation
community may be difficult for them to administer.

Research could be undertaken to identify and integrate re-
dundant requirements without compromising the agencies’
objectives or creating undue administrative burdens. The re-
search could also focus on ways to establish commitments
from all participants to implement integrated processes. This
research might best be done on a topical basis. The ongoing
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effort to integrate NEPA procedures with Section 404 CWA
requirements is an example that has had some success. This
research could be a joint federal agencies effort, with state and
MPQ participation. Prior to conducting the research, an ex-
ecutive level commitment to the research by impacted agen-
cies should be required.

e Stronger coordination and accountability for decisionmak-
ing among federal agencies are needed.

States and MPOs find themselves having to work through
multiple decisionmakers. No one agency is accountable for
many decisions, and the states are required to work through
very complicated decisionmaking processes. Section 404
permitting, CAAA requirements, and CMAQ funding provide
examples.

Research could identify opportunities to more efficiently
coordinate and assign decisionmaking accountability. This
might require the commitment of federal agencies to stream-
line decisionmaking processes and potentially provide author-
ity for one agency to make final decisions on behalf of all the
involved agencies. It could also take the form of federal initia-
tives to empower state and local decisionmaking efforts, such
as the effort underway to implement transportation conformity
interagency consultation processes. This research would
probably best be handled on a topical basis.

e Better participation by federal agencies in the transporta-
tion development process is needed.

Some states are experiencing a lack of timely and continu-
ing participation by some federal agencies in the TDP, often
resulting in rework or delays. This problem is occurring even
in cases where federal agencies are required by regulation or
have committed through written agreements to a participation
process. The problem is particularly evident with the federal
resource and environmental agencies, as is often the case with
signatory agencies to NEPA/Section 404 Permit process inte-
gration agreements. Research to identify the causes for failure
of agencies to participate and to find ways to improve partici-
pation could be useful.
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and

ADA
ADD
ATIP
ATP

CAA(A)
CE
CERCLA

CMS
CFR

COE
CWA

DOT

EA
EIS
EPA

FHWA
FTA

GOP

ISTEA

Transportation Officials

Americans with Disabilities Act

Area Development Districts

Area Transportation Improvement Program
Area Transportation Partnerships

Clean Air Act (Amendments)

Categorical Exclusion

Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act
Congestion Management Systemn

Code of Federal Regulations

United States Army Corps of Engineers
Clean Water Act

Department of Transportation

Environmental Assessment
Environmental Impact Statement
Environmental Protection Agency

Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration

Goal Oriented Program

Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act

MIS
MPO

NAAQS
NEPA
NHS
NMFS
NPDES

RCRA
RDC
RTC
RTP

SIP
STIP
STP

TCM
TDP
TIP
™A

USFWS

Major Investment Study
Metropolitan Planning Organization

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Environmental Policy Act
National Highway System

National Marine Fisheries Service
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Regional Development Commission
Regional Transportation Committee
Regional Transportation Plan

State Implementation Plan (air quality)
State Transportation Improvement Plan
Statewide Transportation Plan or Surface
Transportation Program

Transportation Control Measure
Transportation Development Process
Transportation Improvement Program
Transportation Management Area (urbanized
areas over 200,000 population)

United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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APPENDIX A

Survey

TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT PROCESS (TDP)
NCHRP PROJECT 20-5, TOPIC 26-11
SYNTHESIS OF PRACTICE

The purpose of this survey is to obtain input about how your agency conducts the TDP and what problems and solutions you
have discovered in carrying out the process. Because of the breadth of the TDP subject matter, please feel free to distribute copies
of the survey to others in your agency who can provide valuable input.

For purposes of this synthesis, the TDP includes the sequence of activities starting with transportation problem definition,
planning, programming and continuing through corridor and area studies, major investment studies (MIS}), consideration of
alternatives, environmental documentation, selection of the problem solution and design.

Please provide the following regarding your agency and contact person for this survey:

Agency Name:
Address:
Contact Person:

Title:

Telephone: Fax:

1. Transportation Development Process (General)
The TDP has gone through significant changes in recent years to meet the requirements of ISTEA and many environmental
laws and regulations, such as clean air and water, wetlands mitigation and historic preservation. Please answer the following
questions in light of these changes.
a. Does your agency believe that present TDP requirements are reasonable?

Yes d No Q

b. Please provide specific reasons for your yes/no answer to a.

¢.  What innovative procedures and approaches have your agency implemented to facilitate meeting TDP requirements?
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What changes in federal laws or regulations do you believe are essential to streamline the TDP?

Outside of changing federal laws or regulations, what do you think are the most important actions that should be
taken to streamline the transpiration development process?

What competing or conflicting elements do you see in the TDP process?

2. Transportation Planning and Programming Processes

There are federal requirements for both regional and statewide transportation planning and programming and for these
activities to be coordinated. Federally funded projects may not proceed unless they are in statewide plans, and for urbanized
areas they must also be in MPO plans. The following quests relate to these planning requirements and how you have
adjusted your TDP to accommodate them.

ad.

Has your state established a transportation planning and programming process?
Yes d No O
1) If the answer to a is yes, is the process documented?

Yes O No O

2) If the answer (o a is no, how are you meeting the federal requirements for statewide planning and programming?

Does your state have a good process for integrating state and MPO planning and programming requirements?
Yes O No O

1) Describe the process that you use to integrate state and MPO planning and programming requirements.

2) What institutional mechanisms has your state developed to assist in integrating state and MPO planning and
programming requirements in your state?




3.

4.

3) Are the financial constraints requirements for planning and programming creating a problem in your state?

Yes 3 No O

Advancement of TDP Activities

There has been considerable debate of the merits for advancing elements of the TDP to earlier points in the process. One

argument is that getting decisions made early will result in saving time and resources later. An opposing argument is that

resources will be wasted if detailed information is developed early in the TDP for projects that are not eventually implemented.
a. Does your agency believe that in recent years it has been important to advance elements of the TDP?

Yes d No Q

b. In the last 5 years, has your agency advanced or attempted to advance elements of the TDP toward the front end of
the TDP?

Yes 3 No U4

1) Describe which elements.

2) What are the reasons that you advanced or attempted to advance these elements?

3) Which elements were you successful in advancing?

4) If you were unsuccessful in attempts to advance some elements of the TDP, please explain why?

5) Which elements that you advanced or attempted to advance involved moving the element from the project
development phase to the planning phase?

Integration of Elements of the TDP

Considerable attention has been placed on integrating elements within the TDP, such as Major Investment Study (MIS) and
NEPA requirements, NEPA and planning requirements and fiscal constraint and programming requirements. There has also
been considerable focus on integrating elements of the TDP with external processes, such as the Section 404 (Clean Water)
and NEPA requirements and Clean Air and other programming requirements.

a. List the processes that your agency has integrated.
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1) List any of these integrated processes that are documented.

2) Do you have written agreements for the integrated processes with the agencies responsible to administer the
requirements?

Yes 1 No O Some O

3) If you have not been totally successful in obtaining agreements, which agencies have been a problem?

4) Have the integrated processes worked?
Yes 1 No i1 Some processes

5) What have been the ingredients for success?

6) What have been the causes of failure?

b.  What processes have you unsuccessfully tried to integrate?

1) What have been the reasons for lack of success?

What processes do you believe that the federal government has the responsibility to integrate?

o]

5. Coordination with Other Agencies and Special Interest Groups during the TDP Process

An important factor in the success of the TDP is coordination with a multitude of public agencies and private interest groups.
These organizations include those whose focus is on transportation as well as those whose focus is on other areas such as
social, economic and environmental issues.

a. Do you consider your agency successful in coordinating its TDP with affected governmental agencies and interest
groups?

Yes d No Q4

1) What do you consider to be the essential elements of a successful approach for a coordinated TDP?
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2) List other agencies that you believe have a successful coordination process for their TDP.

In the last 5 years has your agency attempted to involve other governmental agencies and interest groups impacting
the TDP earlier in the process?

Yes 4 No O
If your answer is “No”, go to Question 5c.

1) What have been your agency’s objectives for involving other agencies and groups earlier?

2) Has the earlier involvement resulted in achieving your agency objectives?

Yes O No O Insome cases 1

3) Why have your objectives not been achieved in some cases?

4) What (if any) incentives were necessary to encourage early involvement of agencies and interest groups?

5) What agencies and interest groups have your agency unsuccessfully attempted to involve earlier?

6) Why do you feel that you were not successful in obtaining early involvement?

Has your agency had any problems with other agencies or interest groups making commitments during the TDP and
changing their commitments later in the TDP?

Yes d No O

1) Which agencies have been a problem for you in changing their commitments?

2) What do you believe are the principal reasons that they have changed their commitments?

Do you believe that there is a need to educate resource agencies and special interest groups on the transportation
development process?

Yes O No O
Do you believe that there has been sufficient inter-administration coordination of the TDP within USDOT?

Yes d No Q



1) If you answer is “No”, in what areas does there need to be better coordination?
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6. Environmental Impact Analysis in the TDP

A major expenditure of time and resources in the TDP is associated with required environmental analysis. This is the result
of the NEPA requirements as well as a host of special environmental laws including air quality, water quality, wetlands,
cultural resources, hazardous waste, biological resources and noise.

a.  List the criteria that your agency uses for determining what kind of NEPA document (CE, EA or EIS) that you are
going to prepare for a project.

1) Are these criteria accepted by all affected agencies with which your agency works?
Yes d No O

b.  What NEPA activities do your agency perform during the planning phase of the TDP?

C. What has been your agency’s experience in using the tiered EIS process?

1) If your agency has not used the tiered EIS process, why not?

d. What successes has your agency had for incorporating other environmental requirements into the NEPA process?

7. Tools and Techniques

a. List successful analytical, communication, coordination, integration or other techniques and tools that your agency
uses to streamline the transportation development process.

TDP Activity Technique or Tool Description

b.  List any expert systerus that your agency has in place or under development that could help streamline the TDP.
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c. What research do you believe needs to be conducted to help streamline the TD??

8. Case Studies
The Transportation Research Board would like to do a limited number of case studies on the TDP as part of this synthesis.
a. Would your agency be willing to be a case study for this synthesis?
Yes @ No O

b.  What aspect(s) of the TDP would be most suitable for a case study of your agency?

sk 3k ook sk ok ok sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk ook ok sk ok ok ok sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk ok ok skosk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk ok sk sk sk ook sk sk sk sk ok ok sk sk ok ok sk ok ok

Thank you for participating in this very important survey!

Please mail the completed survey by November 17, 1995 to:

Robert P. Mickelson
1821 W. Seldon Way
Phoenix, Arizona 85021

If you have any questions, please call Bob Mickelson (Topic 26-11 Consultant) at 602-994-9471.



